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Vivarium XXIII, 1 (1985) 


Relatifs et relatives dans les traites terministes des Xlle et XHIe siecles* 

IRENE ROSIER 


Premibe partie : Termes anaphoriques ou relatifs et regies d’anaphore ( relatio ) 


Cette etude a pour point de depart une recherche collective, histori- 
que et theorique, sur le probleme des deux types de propositions 
relatives*. II est souvent admis que c’est dans la Logique de Port- 
Royal que se trouve l’origine de ces deux types. L’opposition relatives 
determinatives/relatives explicatives releve en fait d’une distinction 
generate determination/explication, appliquee au pronom relatif qui 1 . 
Cette opposition prendra par la suite d’autres formes (relatives restric- 
tives/non restrictives, determinatives/appositives ou non determinati¬ 
ves, defining/qualifying, specifiantes/non specifiantes), formes pas 
toujours equivalentes 2 . Exceptee l’analyse de Geach 3 , qui indique la 
presence d’une telle opposition dans les traites medievaux, mais sans 
en montrer precisement la genese, nous ne connaissons pas de travaux 
etudiant ce phenomene dans les traites terministes. C’est precisement 
l’objet de la presente etude. Or ce que nous considerons comme un 
probleme un aujourd’hui, se trouve eclate dans divers chapitres des 
traites et aborde, implicitement et parfois explicitement, a partir de 


* Etude menee au sein de la RCP 665 du CNRS “ELSAP” (Etudes linguistiques sur 
l’ambiguite et la paraphrase). 

1 “(....) Pour Amauld et Nicole (LA LOGIQUE OU L’ART DE PENSER) la rela¬ 
tive explicative est une “addition” qui ne change pas la comprehension de Tidee du pre¬ 
mier terme et qui, en consequence, ne restreint pas l’etendue de cette idee. (...) La 
relative determinative, comme celle de Les hommes qui sont pieux sont charitables, est une 
addition, qui, au contraire, restreint l’etendue du premier terme, le mot hommes ne 
signifiant plus qu’une partie des hommes.” cf. Kleiber, Les definitions semantiques classi- 
ques de Vopposition relative restrictive/relative appositive , dans: Revue de linguistique 
romane, 45 (1981), 1-16, p. 2. Pour une analyse de cette opposition chez Port-Royal, 
cf. aussij. Cl. Pariente, Grammaire , Logique et Ponctuation, Etudes sur leXVIIle siecle, Uni- 
versite de Clermont II, 1979, pp. 105-120; M. Dominicy, Beauzee , critique de Port-Royal, 
la theorie du relatif , Etudes sur le XVIIle siecle nP VIII , ed. de l’universite de Bruxelles, 1981, 
pp. 95-107; S. Auroux, The analytic and the synthetic as linguistic topics , a paraitre dans 
TOPOI, (1984) etc. 

2 Cf. Kleiber, opus cite. 

3 P. I. Geach, Reference and generality. An examination of some medieval and modem theories , 
Ithaca, New York, 1968, chap. 5. 
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questions diverses. D’un cote ce que nous appelons propositions relati¬ 
ves recouvrait au moyen-age toutes les propositions contenant un 
terme anaphorique; c’est pourquoi nous avons dans un premier temps 
etudie les termes anaphoriques et les regies d’anaphore. Celles-ci, 
donnees comme si elles concernaient toute anaphore, s’appliquent en 
fait differemment selon que le relatif est un “nom” (ex. qui) ou un 
“pronom” (ex. ille). C’est a propos du fonctionnement de 1’anaphore 
que se rencontre la distinction entre deux interpretations possibles de 
la proposition relative. Elle se rencontre, en second lieu, dans les trai- 
tes sur la restriction: parmi les differents types de restriction, se trouve 
la restriction per implicationem , c’est-a-dire par la proposition relative. 
Or cette restriction se trouve parfois empechee, la relative fonction- 
nant alors comme une proposition a part entiere, sans valeur restric¬ 
tive. Enfin on trouve cette opposition dans les textes traitant des equi¬ 
valences entre propositions, et en particulier entre propositions conte¬ 
nant un nom relatif et propositions contenant un pronom relatif {qui = 
et ille). Le fait que la distinction qui nous interessait apparait dans des 
chapitres distincts, a propos de questions dont le lien entre elle n’est 
pas toujours explicite, expliquera la dimension de 1’etude, car il nous a 
paru important, pour eviter toute tentation anachroniste, de resituer 
ce probleme dans le contexte ou il se posait a l’epoque. 

1. Les termes anaphoriques ou relatifs 

On trouve, dans les traites de logique terministe, un certain nombre 
de chapitres concernant les termes anaphoriques {De relativis) ou 1’ana¬ 
phore {De relationey. Quelques grammaires, on le verra, traitent egale- 
ment de ces questions mais generalement les grammairiens ne s’inte- 
ressent pas au problemes logico-linguistiques de la coreference, bien 
que leurs definitions soient le point de depart des reflexions des logi- 
ciens. Ceci correspond a un “partage des taches” accepte aux XII- 
XHIe siecles, selon lequel le grammairien traite des problemes 


4 Cf. en particulier dans le Tractatus de Pierre d’Espagne (ed. par L. M. de Rijk, 
Assen 1972), le chapitre VIII De relativis (pp. 185-193), dans la Logica de Lambert 
d’Auxerre (ed. Alessio 1971), le chapitre De relationibus (pp. 235-245). Dans les textes 
anterieurs edites par L. M. de Rijk dans Logica modemorum (Assen 1962 et 1967), cf. le 
chapitre De relatione dans le Tractatus de Univocatione Monacensis (vol. II, 2 p. 394), le cha¬ 
pitre De relativis dans le Tractatus de proprietatibus sermonum (vol. II, 2 p. 721), certains 
passages dans le 3e traite du Tractatus Anagnini et un chapitre du 5e traite, etc. Les pro¬ 
blemes lies aux relatifs sont abordes dans de nombreux autres passages qui ne leur sont 
pas exclusivement consacres. 
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morphologico-syntaxiques lies a la correction ( congruitas ), le logicien 
des problemes logico-semantiques lies a la verite, avec des interferen¬ 
ces obligatoires. 

Les termes relatifs ou anaphoriques font l’objet de discussions nom- 
breuses portant sur leur mode de reference, sur la relation de celui-ci 
avec le mode de reference de 1’antecedent, sur la valeur de verite des 
propositions relatives, i.e. contenant un terme relatif, etc. C’est parce 
que les ‘‘relatifs’’ sont souvent cause de difficultes dans les sophismes 
que, dit Lambert d’Auxerre, leur connaissance est utile en logique 5 . II 
s’agit bien ici des termes relatifs comme anaphoriques, que Ton definit 
en suivant Priscien (cf. infra) et non de ces termes relatifs dont park 
Aristote dans les Categories (chap. 7). De nombreux auteurs commen- 
cent par poser cette distinction entre les relatifs selon les grammairiens 
et les relatifs selon les logiciens 6 . 

La division des termes relatifs est tout a fait canonique. Les termes 
se divisent selon deux criteres principaux. D’une part selon qu’ils refe¬ 
rent a quelque chose qui est une substance (relatifs de substance) i.e., 
en fait, un substantif, ou a quelque chose qui est un accident ou une 
propriete (relatifs d’accidents) en fait un adjectif. D’autre part selon 
qu’ils referent a la meme chose (substance ou accident) que denote 
leur antecedent (relatifs d’identite) ou qu’ils referent a une chose diffe- 
rente (relatifs de diversite). Le tableau ci-dessous schematise cette 
division des relatifs et nous y ajouterons simplement deux remarques. 

(1) Les medievaux suivent Priscien en faisant de ce que nous appelons 
aujourd’hui pronom relatif (ex. qui) un nom relatif, d’ou la distinction 
entre anaphore nominale ( relatio nominalis) (par qui par exemple) et 
anaphore pronominale ( relatio pronominalis ) (par ille par exemple). 

(2) Le pronom est defini comme signifiant une pure substance, une 
substance sans determination de forme, sans qualite, a la difference du 
nom. D’ou les remarques de Lambert d’Auxerre: a) le pronom ne 
peut etre relatif que de substance et jamais d’accident, puisqu’il ne 
signifie que la substance; b) le pronom ne peut etre relatif que d’iden¬ 
tity, puisque toute diversite provient d’une difference de qualite (p. 
237). En effet dans Socrate court et un autre dispute , un autre (nom) renvoie 
a quelque chose le designant comme substance et porteur d’une 4 ‘qua¬ 
lite propre” differente de celle de Socrate. 


5 Logica p. 235. 

6 Cf. Pierre d’Espagne p. 185, SUM. MET. II, 1 p. 480, etc. [Nous abregeons en 
majuscules les textes cites, cf. la liste a la fin de 1’article]. 
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Division des Relatifs (d’apres, en particulier, la Logica de Lambert d’Auxerre p. 235 et sv. et le Traciatus de Pierre d’Espagne p. 185 et sv.) 



2. L’anaphore 
2.1 Definition 

L’anaphore ou relatio est definie, en suivant Priscien, comme rei 
antelate recordatio ‘‘rappel d’une chose posee anterieurement” (cf. par 
exemple Lambert d’Auxerre p. 235 ou TRACT.DE PR.SERM. II, 2 
p. 721) ou antelate cognitionis representatio ‘‘representation d’une con- 
naissance anterieure” (Robert Blund ed. par Kneepkens (1977) p. 
16 7 ) ou encore antelate significationis repetitio (Summa de Relativis , ibid.). 

Ces definitions posent d’emblee deux problemes. 

(1) Le premier est lie au fait que Ton parle d’une chose posee anterieure- 
ment. Or, remarquent certains auteurs, ceci n’est pas toujours le cas 
pour ce que les grammairiens medievaux appellent la relatio intrinseca 
(Robert Blund) ou implicita , involuta. Cette anaphore est particuliere en 
ce qu’elle ne met en cause aucun antecedent, ex. idem estgrammaticum et 
musicum ou idem est analyse comme comportant en lui-meme, outre sa 
propre signification de relatif, celle de l’antecedent (Robert Blund, op. 
cite p. 16 et Summa de Relativis , ibid p. 21). D’ou la rectification ap- 
portee par Robert Blund: relatio nihil aliud est quam secunda cognitio. On 
ne dit pas connaissance seconde a cause d’une connaissance premiere 
qui la precederait. On entend par connaissance premiere une con¬ 
naissance principale, se suffisant a elle-meme, n’exigeant rien hors 
d’elle-meme. Et par connaissance seconde une connaissance secon- 
daire, dependante. Ainsi dans Socrate court , Socrate constitue une 
premiere mention et si on dit celui-ci est mu> le relatif fait ici une 
seconde mention (ibid). 

(2) Le second probleme apparait dans les definitions faisant appel a 
une “connaissance anterieure”. II s’agit en effet de savoir ce qui est 
objet de connaissance: “En effet, si quelque chose n’est pas d’abord 
apprehende et pense, on ne peut ni en faire un rappel ni y referer” 
(TRACT. DE PR. SERM. II, 2 p. 721). Or si, dans un mot, le 
signifie est objet de connaissance, ce n’est pas le cas de ses accidents 
grammaticaux ou consignifications ( consignificata enim non sunt cogitata 
nec apprehensa , ibid). D’ou V incorrection: homo legit et id est activi generis 
ou id reprendrait la voix active, consignification du verbe legit. Un 
autre probleme, lie a celui-ci, a une solution controversee: le relatif 

7 C. H. Kneepkens (1977), The relatio simplex in the Grammatical Tracts of the late Twelfth 
and Early Thirteenth Century , dans: Vivarium XV, 1, pp. 1-30 [Appendix A: Robert 
Blund, Summa in arte gramatica , cap. De Relativis , pp. 16-20; Appendix B: Anonymi 
Summa de relativis , pp. 20-30]. 
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reprend-il un terme distribue ou non-distribue? ou, en termes 
modernes, P antecedent est-il le nom ou le groupe nominal compose de 
sa tete (le nom) et, par exemple, un signe de quantification (< omnis )? 

2.2 Regies 

La definition que donne Priscien, et a sa suite les grammairiens 
medievaux, de Panaphore, contient deux elements importants. Plus 
exactement, ces elements concernent toujours d’abord Panaphore pro- 
nominale mais fonctionnent comme s’ils concernaient toute anaphore, 
ce qui n’est jamais pose explicitement. 

(1) Le pronom est mis pour un nom propre 8 et renvoie toujours a un 
referent determine. Pour cela il faut (la) que son antecedent ait une 
reference determinee, puisque c’est la relation d’anaphore qui specific 
la reference du pronom anaphorique et (lb) que le contexte de la pro¬ 
position dans laquelle se trouve le pronom lui permette d’avoir effec- 
tivement le meme mode de reference que son antecedent, ceci d’apres 
le fonctionnement general de la theorie de la supposition. 

(2) Lorsque le relatif est au nominatif, dit Priscien, et qu’il refere a un 
antecedent au nominatif, ils referent “a la meme personne”. Cette 
“identite de personne” permet de definir toute construction intransi¬ 
tive (sujet-verbe, antecedent-relatif, substantif-adjectif, etc.). Ceci 
impose (2a) que P antecedent et le relatif denotent des personnes, done 
aient supposition personnelle et (2b) qu’ils denotent la meme personne. 

Ces conditions soulevent de nombreuses difficultes. 

(la) L’antecedent doit avoir une reference discrete done soit etre un 
nom propre, soit avoir une reference determinee, ce qui n’est pas rea¬ 
lise en particulier dans les cas suivants: 

- lorsque P antecedent est l’object d’un verbe (ou le sujet du passif) 
comme promettre , souhaiter , objet qui est, comme nous dirions 
aujourd’hui, non specific. Les auteurs s’accordent pour considerer 
que Panaphore est impossible, ex. iste desiderat sanitatem et ilia est 
(TRACT. DE UNIV. MONAC. II, 2 p. 350). 

- lorsque V antecedent est un indefini comme aliquid (cf. infra). 

- lorsque Pantecedent est precede de omnis , tantum, etc., exemples 
dont la correction est controversee (cf. infra). 


8 Cf. par exemple TRACT. ANAG. II, 2 p. 322 ou Roger Bacon, Summule dialectices , 
(ed. Steele, Opera hactenus inedita Rogeri Baconi XV, Oxford 1937 [abrege en Roger 
Bacon XV]), p. 167. 
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(lb) L’antecedent et le relatif doivent etre dans des contextes tels qu’ils 
leurs permettent d’avoir le meme mode de reference. Cette regie est 
clairement enoncee par Lambert d’Auxerre: 

“S’il est attribue a un terme commun un predicat lui convenant sous une cer- 
taine acception, il faut que Tanaphore lui attribue un predicat lui convenant sous 
la meme acception que celle qu’il a comme antecedent, sinon l’expression est 
fausse” 9 . 

Puisque, en effet, la relation anaphorique revient a attribuer a l’ante- 
cedent le predicat qui est attribue au terme relatif, il faut que ce predi¬ 
cat soit du meme type que celui de 1’antecedent, pour que 1’antecedent 
ait, sous les deux predications, la meme acception. Lambert 
d’Auxerre en tire la regie tres generate que l’antecedent et le relatif 
doivent avoir la meme supposition, regie generalement acceptee 10 . 
Selon les trois modes de reference possibles, il y trois possibilites pour 
Panaphore: 

(i) Pantecedent a supposition personnelle (il est mis pour un de ses 
appellats ou suppots): ex. homo currit qui disputat ; 

(ii) Pantecedent a supposition materielle (il est mis pour le son, pro 
voce ): ex. homo est dissillabus et istud est communis generis ; 

(iii) Pantecedent a supposition simple (il est mis pour son signifie, sa 
forme): ex. homo est species et istud est specialissimum (ibid p. 240). 

Si le predicat attribue au relatif est tel qu’il lui confere un mode de 
reference different de celui de Pantecedent, la phrase est fausse: ex. 
homo est dissillabum et iste currit (ibid p. 240). Ceci vaut, quelles que 
soient les combinaisons des trois types de supposition: cf. encore les 
exemples donnes dans la TRACT. DE UNIV. MONAC. magister est 
nomen et ipse legit (II, 2 p. 350) ou homo est species et ipse est (p. 350). 

Cette analyse de Lambert d’Auxerre ne se rencontre pas, en ces ter- 
mes, chez les logiciens de son temps ou les logiciens anterieurs, d’un 

9 p. 240 “Iuxta hoc notandum quod alicui termino communi attribuitur aliquod pre- 
dicatum ei conveniens sub una acceptione, necesse est quod relatio attribuat aliquod 
predicatum ei conveniens sub ilia acceptione sub qua antecedebat aut aliter erit locutio 
falsa.” 

10 ‘‘Item sciendum pro regula quod relativum ydemptitatis relatum ad terminum 
communem refert ipsum eo modo quo antecedens” (p. 239). Cf. la meme regie chez 
Pierre d’Espagne: “Omne relativum idemptitatis non reciprocum debet habere ean- 
dem suppositionem quam habet suum antecedens” (p. 191) ou dans la SUM. MET. 
‘‘Qualem suppositionem habet antecedens, talem relativum” (II, 1 p. 458), regies que 
Ton donne generalement pour montrer que, par exemple, un relatif a une reference 
distributive lorsque son antecedent est distribue. Cf. aussi Roger Bacon (XIV p. 202) 
‘‘Cum hoc pronomen ‘ille’sit relativum identitatis, igitur pro eodem resumit singna- 
tum antecedentis pro quo stat suum antecedens” (et p. 166). 
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cote a cause de P exigence (2) sur Pidentite des personnes denotees, 
que lui-meme d’ailleurs accepte, ce que nous verrons par la suite, 
mais d’autre part a cause d’un ensemble d’exemples qui la contredi- 
sent directement. 

2.3 Infractions aux regies d’anaphore 

Les commentaires de Boece et d’autres logiciens fournissent ces 
exemples qui enfreignent, en particulier P exigence (2) sur Pidentite 
des personnes denotees, comme: homo est animal quod est genus , Socrates 
est homo qui est species , iustus quod est qualitas. Apres differents noms don- 
nes a ces types particuliers d’anaphore ( relatio indifferens , confusa, impro - 
pria ), particuliers en ce que le relatif et P antecedent ne denotent pas 
des personnes mais ont ce qu’on appellera — une fois la terminologie 
terministe stabilisee — supposition simple, on donne a cette anaphore 
le nom d’anaphore simple, relatio simplex , pour Popposer a Panaphore 
personnelle ( relatio personalis). Ce terme servira a designer tous les cas 
d’anaphore impropre meme quand ni Pantecedent ni le relatif n’ont 
supposition simple, on y reviendra. Nous presentons ici brievement et 
schematiquement les deux cas d’anaphore qui enfreignent les condi¬ 
tions (2a) et (2b) ci-dessus, en renvoyant aux deux articles fondamen- 
taux de C. H. Kneepkens, pour un developpement detaille et complet 
de la question 11 . Precisons que, pour simplifier, nous utiliserons uni- 
quement les termes supposition simple/personnelle et anaphore sim- 
ple/personnelle, sans tenir compte de la genese de la terminologie 
( nominatio , appellation supposition et relatio indifferens , confusa , impropria , 
simplex... ), qui a ete decrite par ailleurs. 

(2a) La condition sur P“identite de personnes ,, impose que Pantece- 
dent et le relatif denotent une personne, done aient supposition per¬ 
sonnelle. Ceci explique que, pour certains auteurs, le seul mode pro- 
pre de Panaphore est celui ou Pantecedent est 4 ‘mis pour quelque 
appellat” (TRACT. DE UNIV. MONAC. II, 2 p. 350). L’auteur 
anonyme de ce traite est, du fait de ce principe, amene a exclure les 
exemples homo est species et ipse est (p. 350) non pas, comme le fera Lam¬ 
bert d’Auxerre, parce que le relatif et Pantecedent n J ont pas meme 
mode de reference, mais parce que Pantecedent n’a pas supposition 


11 C. H. Kneepkens (1976), “Mulier quae Damnavit, Salvavit. A Note on the Early Develop¬ 
ment of the Relatio simplex , dans: Vivarium XIV, 1 et C. H. Kneepkens (1977) op. cite 
note 7. 

12 Cf. L. M. de Rijk (1967), Logica modemorum, vol. II, 1. 
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personnelle 13 . II ne discute pas le cas ou V antecedent et le relatif 
auraient un meme mode de supposition, autre que personnelle. II peut 
egalement exclure les cas ou l’antecedent est le sujet d’une proposition 
negative (le signe de negation precedant le sujet), ou Y antecedent est 
l’objet d’un verbe comme promettre , lorsqu’il est precede d’un signe 
comme tantum , etc., cas que nous avons deja rencontres. Cette condi¬ 
tion est done mise en difficult^ dans les cas d’anaphore ou Tantecedent 
et/ou le relatif n’ont pas supposition personnelle. Elle ne conviendra 
en fait qu’a un type particulier d’anaphore, l’anaphore personnelle, 
ou T antecedent et le relatif doivent, en plus respecter la condition (2b), 
done denoter la meme personne. 

(2b) Tous les exemples qui ne respectent pas (2a) ne respectent bien 
entendu pas (2b). De plus, (2b) n’est pas respectee lorsque Tantece- 
dent et le relatif, tout en ayant supposition personnelle, ne denotent 
pas la meme personne. Des exemples tires des textes saints sont remar¬ 
ques deja par Abelard, dont le plus celebre est mulier quae damnavit sal - 
vavit , que Ton trouve discute dans de nombreux traites de grammaire 
et de logique aux Xlle et Xllle siecles (cf. Kneepkens (1976)). Si 
Tantecedent mulier et le relatif quae denotaient la meme personne, la 
phrase serait fausse: Tantecedent denote une certaine personne, 
Marie, et le relatif une personne differente, Eve. Bien que Tantece- 
dent et le relatif aient tous deux supposition personelle, il n’y a pas 
identite de la personne denotee. Avoir meme mode de reference et 
avoir supposition personnelle ne suffit done pas a faire une anaphore 
propre. II y a, remarquait Abelard, deux types d’identite dans les cho- 
ses, une identite de personne (ex. idem est Marcus quod Tullius) et une 
identite de nature ou d’espece (ex. idem est Petrus quod Marcus ) 14 . II y a 
deux types d’anaphore, selon les deux types d’identite possibles. La 
seconde, appelee par Abelard anaphore “indifferente”, rend compte 
de Texemple ci-dessus puisque T antecedent et le relatif referent a deux 
individus identiques selon l’espece, deux femmes. Cette anaphore est 
rejetee par les grammairiens comme construction impropre ou figuree 
(par ex. Thierry de Chartres) et, pour justifier le fait que de tels exem- 


13 “Sive dictio ponatur in subiecto sive in predicato et non ponatur pro aliquo suo 
appellato, ad ipsum non potest fieri relatio, ut ‘ iste desiderat sanitatem et ilia est’ . Item. 
Quandocumque nomen ponitur pro suo significato, ad ipsum non potest fieri relatio, 
ut ‘ homo est species et ipse est’ nichil dictu est. Item. Quando nomen seipsum subponit, ad 
ipsum non potest fieri relatio, ut ‘ magister est nomen et ipse legit’ nichil est.” (TRACT. 
DE UNIV. MONAC. II, 2 pp. 349-350) 

14 Abaelardia inedita , ed. Minio-Paluello, Twelfth Century Logic, II, Roma 1958, p. 116. 
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pies se rencontrent, on dira que le texte sacre n’a pas a se soumettre 
aux lois des grammairiens, formule qui sert en diverses occasions. Ce 
second type d’anaphore sera appele, comme le premier, anaphore 
simple. 

2.4 Anaphore simple et anaphore personnelle 

II y a anaphore personnelle lorsque 1’ antecedent et le relatif ont 
meme mode de reference, qu’ils ont supposition personnelle et deno¬ 
tent la meme personne: on a alors proprement “identite de 
personne”, c’est le cas (i) chez Lambert d’Auxerre (ex. homo currit qui 
disputat). II est parfois admis un second type d’anaphore personnelle, 
lorsque Pantecedent et le relatif ont meme mode de reference, et ont 
une supposition materielle, peut-etre parce que le nom commun a ici 
valeur de nom propre, c’est le cas (ii) de Lambert d’Auxerre (ex. homo 
est dissillabum est istud est communis generis). 

Les deux types de Panaphore personnelle valent, notons-le, a la fois 
pour une anaphore nominale: 

“L’anaphore est personnelle lorsque le relatif et son antecedent denotent la 
meme chose ou le meme appellat, ex. homo qui currit movetur, ou sont mis pour le 
meme nom, ex. anthropos est Grecum vocabulum quod interpretatur homo” (Summa de 
relativis , ed. par Kneepkens (1977) p. 21) 

et pour une anaphore pronominale: 

“L’anaphore est personnelle lorsque l’antecedent et le pronom referent a la 
meme personne, ex. homo ducitur in urbem et ipse reus fit ou au meme nom, ex. musa 
est nomen appellativum et illud declinatur sic” (ibid p. 28). 

Dans les autres cas on aura anaphore simple, que ceux-ci soient lin- 
guistiquement acceptables comme le cas (iii) de Lambert d’Auxerre ou 
non. Du fait du nombre de possibilites recouvertes par Panaphore 
simple, c’est negativement que celle-ci est le mieux decrite, cf. par 
exemple Robert Blund: Panaphore est simple lorsque le relatif et 
Pantecedent ne sont pas mis pour la meme chose. 

Si on retient comme anaphore personnelle, en plus du cas (i), le cas 
(ii), qui est acceptable et pas le cas (iii), qui Pest tout autant, c’est pro- 
bablement parce qu’on a baptise Panaphore impropre anaphore sim¬ 
ple: ceci conduit parfois a penser que lorsque les termes ont supposi¬ 
tion simple, on a anaphore simple, de meme que lorsqu’ils ont suppo¬ 
sition personnelle, on a anaphore personnelle (cf. Summa de Relativis, p. 
28); ou, ce qu’on trouve aussi, qu’on a anaphore personnelle quand 
on a identite in numero et anaphore simple quand on a identite in specie. 
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Or dans l’exemple mulier quae damnavit salvavit , si on n’a pas identite 
selon le nombre, on n’a pas non plus identite selon l’espece, puisque 
ce n’est ni le meme individu qui est denote, ni la meme espece, mais 
deux individus differents de la meme espece. 1/antecedent et le relatif 
peuvent done avoir tous deux supposition personnelle et etre en rela¬ 
tion d’anaphore simple, et inversement etre en relation d’anaphore 
personnelle, sans avoir supposition personelle, mais materielle. 

En conclusion, il ne faut pas confondre supposition personelle et 
anaphore personnelle, supposition simple et anaphore simple. D’autre 
part, il ne faut pas reduire l’anaphore personnelle a une identite sur les 
modes de reference puisque deux cas 4 ‘corrects’’ d’anaphore simple 
respectent cette condition (supposition personnelle + non-identite de 
referent; supposition simple de l’antecedent et du relatif). Enfin, il y a 
de nombreux cas d’anaphore simple ou le relatif et 1’antecedent n’ont 
pas tous deux supposition simple. Le tableau que nous presentons en 
annexe, et les exemples qui l’accompagnent en donneront une idee 
plus precise. 

On peut ajouter que la distinction entre simple et personnelle ne 
concerne pas uniquement 1’anaphore mais egalement la deixis ( demons - 
tratio ), les appositions, les adiectiones , la reciprocation, ce qui temoigne 
d’une conscience de ce que les regies developpees a propos de la 
reprise anaphorique concernent en fait le phenomene plus general de 
coreference dont elle fait partie. 

Nous terminerons sur ce point en precisant, avec Lambert 
d’Auxerre, que l’anaphore personnelle concerne le plus generalement 
les relatifs de substance. Dans Socrate est blanc et tel est Platon , la blan- 
cheur de Socrate ne peut en effet etre identique numeriquement a la 
blancheur de Platon. Le seul cas ou on peut avoir anaphore person¬ 
nelle avec un relatif de qualite est celui, ou, precisement, le meme 
accident appartient a la meme personne dans les deux propositions: 
ex. Socrates est albus et tails dicitur esse. A part exception done, les relatifs 
de qualite font necessairement une anaphore simple (pp. 237-238). 
Cependant le fait que ce soit egalement parfois le cas pour les relatifs 
de substance contredit leur definition, d’ou cette qualification 
d’impropre. On trouve l’anaphore simple avec les relatifs d’identite 
(ex. mulier. ..) et avec les relatifs de diversite (ex. H scribitur inter alias lit- 
teras). Roger Bacon note l’exemple Sor sedet inter alios asinos ou le relatif 
doit etre compris comme denotant un ensemble d’individus dont 
Tantecedent ne fait pas partie, sans quoi la phrase serait fausse. Signa- 
lons enfin qu’il peut y avoir ambigu'ite, dans certains exemples, 
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comme celui-ci, donne par Abelard: homo sculpit qui pingit , puisqu’il 
peut s’agir du meme homme qui sculpte et peint (relatio ad personam : 
anaphore personnelle) ou d’un homme non necessairement identique, 
homme referant a Phomme en general (relatio ad speciem : anaphore sim¬ 
ple) (Kneepkens (1976) p. 7). 

2.5 Supposition confuse de l \antecedent 

Le cas de la supposition confuse est different des precedents dans la 
mesure ou Pantecedent ne suppose ni pour son nom, ni pour son signi- 
fie, ni pour un individu de maniere determinee {suppositio determinata ), 
mais de maniere indeterminee (suppositio confusa vel indeterminata). Le 
probleme se rencontre frequemment et se presente en particulier lors- 
que Pantecedent est precede du signe distributif omnis {suppositio confusa 
et distribution) 15 . Nous envisagerons ici principalement le cas de Pana- 
phore pronominale et reprendrons ulterieurement celui de Panaphore 
nominate. 

Les auteurs divergent sur ce probleme, ce dont temoignent par 
exemple les discussions, dans le TRACT.ANAG. sur la supposition 
de relatif lorsque Pantecedent est aliquid (II, 2 p. 322). On rencontre 
dans differents textes quatre solutions qui defmissent differemment le 
fonctionnement de Panaphore lorsque Pantecedent est distribue: 

(i) II ne peut pas y avoir anaphore lorsque Pantecedent a supposi¬ 
tion confuse. 

(ii) C’est un antecedent distribue que le relatif anaphorise, autrement 
dit, la distribution precede Panaphore. 

(iii) C’est un antecedent non distribue que le relatif anaphorise, autre¬ 
ment dit Panaphore precede la distribution. 

(iv) II y a ambigu'ite entre les solutions (ii) et (iii). 

On trouve la solution (i) dans le TRACT.ANAG.: un relatif ne 
peut pas anaphoriser un terme en supposition confuse; la phrase omnis 
homo currit et ipse movetur n’est “pas latine” et ne peut servir de resolutio 
a omnis homo qui currit movetur (II, 2 p. 269) 16 . De meme “on ne dit pas” 
prex fit ab illo et ego exaudio earn. On trouve la meme chose dans le 

15 Pour les definitions des differents types de supposition, cf. en particulier De Rijk II, 
1 pp. 581 et sv. 

16 Dans le chapitre du meme traite sur les equivalences entre propositions {De equipol- 
lentibus) la resolution de qui en et + nom relatif qui est ici rejetee, semble aller de soi (ex. 
omnis homo est animal quod est risibile ; ergo omnis homo est animal et ipsum currit , II, 2 p. 240). 
On notera cependant que 1’antecedent est ici le predicat alors qu’il s’agissait la du 
sujet. 


12 



TRACT. DE UNIV. MONAC. comme nous l’avons deja note: il ne 
peut y avoir anaphore quand T antecedent a une signification confuse 
parce que V anaphore pronominale est necessairement certaine et que 
le pronom doit renvoyer a un referent determine. Or dans Texemple 
sanitas optatur, sanitas signifie confusement puisqu’on ne peut deman- 
der: quae sanitas ? Sont done des non-sens des enonces comme iste deside- 
rat salutem et ilia est vel non est (II, 2 p. 340). 

La solution (ii) est defendue par exemple par Pierre d’Espagne, en 
vertu de la regie que tout pronom relatif d’identite a meme supposi¬ 
tion que son antecedent (cf. supra). Quand on dit omnis homo currit et 
ille movetur , ille suppose pour tout homme et le sens est 17 : omnis homo 
currit et omnis homo movetur. C’est la solution egalement adoptee, en 
vertu de la meme regie, par Lambert d’Auxerre, mais sa glose est 
legeremment differente: omnis homo currit et iste omnis homo currens dispu - 
tat (pp. 244-245). 

Le traitement le plus exhaustif que nous ayons trouve des solutions 
(ii) et (iii), par le nombre d’ arguments donnes en faveur de chacune 
d’elles, se trouve chez Roger Bacon (XIV, p. 165 et sv.) 18 . Ce texte est 
d’autant plus interessant que Roger Bacon va ensuite critiquer les 
arguments donnes en faveur des solutions (ii) et (iii) pour adopter la 
solution (iv) qui est la plus frequemment retenue. Nous ne pouvons 
reproduire ici les neuf arguments en faveur de (ii) et les sept en faveur 
de (iii) et leurs contre-arguments. Plusieurs parmi ceux-ci se trouvent 
dans d’autres textes et cette discussion de Roger Bacon semble vrai- 
ment faire le tour de la question, comme c’est sou vent le cas chez cet 
auteur, qu’il s’agisse de logique ou de grammaire. 

La solution (iv) fait appel aux notions de sens compose et divise, 
empruntees aux Refutations Sophistiques d’Aristote. Une phrase comme 
omnis homo currit et ille est grammaticus est susceptible de deux interpreta¬ 
tions: 

(a) le pronom relatif refere au terme distribue, i.e. a homme pris uni- 


17 Le sens attribue dans ces textes a un exemple comme omnis homo currit et ille movetur 
est a interpreter comme une solution technique possible proposee a un probleme logi¬ 
que, et non comme une reelle glose semantique, puisqu’il est clair qu’un tel exemple 
est ininterpretable en latin (cf. supra la remarque du TRACT.ANAG. selon laquelle 
une telle phrase n’est “pas latine”, pour rejeter cette solution). Cette solution est justi- 
fiee par des considerations theoriques (fonctionnement de la regie d’anaphore) et non 
par des arguments linguistiques d’usage. 

18 Roger Bacon, Summa de sophismatibus et distinctionibus , ed. Steele, Opera hactenus 
inedita Rogeri Baconi XIV, Oxford 1938 [abrege en Roger Bacon XIV]. 
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versellement (sens compose) et cette phrase est fausse (sens: “tout 
homme court et tout homme est grammairien ,, ) = solution (ii). 

(b) Le pronom relatif refere au terme non distribue (sens divise) et la 
phrase est vraie (sens: “tout homme court et quelque homme est 
grammairien ,, ) = solution (iii) 19 . 

On remarque cependant que le mode propre de 1’anaphore est le pre¬ 
mier (solution (ii)), ce qui est conforme a la regie generate de Pana- 
phore qui avait fait adopter cette solution par Pierre d’Espagne ou 
Lambert d’Auxerre (TRACT. DE PROPR. TERM. II, 2 p. 721). 
Notons que cette solution, dont nous aurons a reparler a propos de 
Panaphore nominale, vaut non seulement lorsque Pantecedent est 
precede de omnis mais encore lorsqu’il est accompagne de solus , tantum , 
praeter , etc. (cf. en particulier Guillaume de Sherwood, Syncategoremata 
ou le TRACT. DE UNIV. MONAC. p. 340 et 349). 

L’explication que donne Roger Bacon pour la solution (iv) est celle 
d’une double construction du discours (generatio) (XIV, p. 168:24 et 
sv.): en (a) le terme est d’abord distribue puis ensuite anaphorise, 
c’est pourquoi c’est un terme distribue qui est anaphorise; en (b) le 
terme est d’abord anaphorise puis distribue, c’est pourquoi le relatif 
anaphorise un terme non distribue. Cette solution 11 penes generationem 
sermonis ” (p. 171:6) permet de respecter la regie selon laquelle le relatif 
a le meme mode de supposition que son antecedent (p. 170:34). Plu- 
sieurs objections sont soulevees contre le fait que Panaphore precede- 
rait la distribution. En particulier le fait que le signe distributif pre¬ 
cede dans le discours le terme relatif. La reponse de Roger Bacon, 
dont il se sert en d’autres occasions, c’est que Pintellection, la maniere 
d’interpreter, de comprendre le discours est abstraite et ne suit pas 
necessairement la “generation’’ effective, P “expression actuelle ,, du 
discours (p. 169:14 et sv.): rien n’empeche de comprendre les choses 
autrement qu’elles n’apparaissent; Pordre logique et Pordre linguisti- 
que peuvent etre distincts. 

Laissons-la le texte de Roger Bacon pour en terminer provisoire- 
ment avec le probleme des antecedents a supposition confuse avec le 
cas particulier de Panaphore par le reciproque, que les grammairiens 
nomment relatio intrasumpta , parce que le relatif et P antecedent se trou- 
vent dans la meme phrase, par opposition a la relatio extrasumpta. La 
reciproque refere-t-il a son antecedent avec ou sans sa “disposition^? 


19 On classe d’ailleurs cette ambiguite comme paralogisme selon la division, dans le 
cadre de commentaires sur les Refutations Sophistiques (DIAL. MONAC. II, 2 p. 573). 
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Si on suit la regie general e de l’anaphore (le relatif d’identite doit 
denoter les memes individus que ceux denotes par son antecedent) on 
est conduit a dire que, si 1’antecedent est pris universellement, le reci- 
proque doit etre pris universellement (solution de Pierre d’Espagne ou 
du TRACT. DE PROPR. SERM.). De la suivrait que omnis homo 
videt se equivaudrait a omnis homo videt omnem hominem. Or ceci est 
inexact comme le montre Lambert d’Auxerre sur un cas particulier (p. 
242). Si on pose que n’import e quel homme se voit seulement lui- 
meme, il est vrai que tout homme se voit, mais il n’est pas vrai que 
tout homme voit tout homme. La conclusion de Lambert est triple: (i) 
le reciproque refere a son antecedent avec sa 4 ‘disposition” quand 
celui-ci est un terme discret ( Socrates albus videt se = Socrates albus videt 
Sortem album ); (ii) si V antecedent est un terme commun, le relatif refere 
a celui-ci avec sa 4 ‘disposition” s’il s’agit d’un adjectif ( homo albus videt 
se = homo albus videt hominem album) mais (iii) s’il s’agit d’un signe de 
distribution, le relatif refere a son antecedent et denote bien les indivi¬ 
dus que denote son antecedent, mais pas sur le meme mode: l’antece- 
dent les denote sur le mode universel, le relatif sur le mode discret. 
Lorsqu’on a omnis homo videt se, se denote tous les individus que denote 
omnis homo, mais pris de maniere particuliere, et non collectivement. 
C’est ce qu’exprimait deja Abelard en disant que dans un tel cas il n’y 
a pas “multiplication” pour le relatif comme pour son antecedent 
(Kneepkens (1976) p. 11). 

2.6 L 'appellatio dicti 

Le dictum ou contenu propositionnel a la forme d’une proposition 
infinitive et est equivalent a un nom propre. C’est pourquoi les mots le 
composant sont, dit-on, comme ses syllabes, et n’ont done aucune 
reference determinee. Un terme contenu dans Vappellatio dicti ne peut 
de ce fait pas etre anaphorise: il n’est “pas latin” de dire verum est 
Socratem currere et ipse movetur (TRACT. DE UNIV. MONAC. II, 2 p. 
350). Cependant il est possible qu’un relatif soit dans Vappellatio dicti et 
que I’antecedent soit a l’exterieur: ex. De Socrate est verum ipsum esse. 

3. Les phrases relatives 

On a rencontre a propos de la discussion sur la supposition confuse 
le probleme que posait le mode de reference du relatif. Ce probleme 
est essentiel car on ne peut comprendre le statut de la phrase relative, 
i.e. contenant un terme relatif, que si on connait le mode de reference 
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du relatif. Ici deux elements entrent en conflit, d’un cote le principe 
general selon lequel un terme tire son mode de supposition du contexte 
de la proposition dans laquelle il se trouve et d’un autre cote le prin¬ 
cipe de l’anaphore qui lie le mode de reference du relatif a celui de son 
antecedent, conflit que nous avons deja vu a l’ceuvre. 


3.1 Restriction temporelle 

On sait que le temps du verbe fait varier la supposition du sujet. Or 
lorsque le sujet est suivi d’une proposition commen^ant par un nom 
relatif, ex. aliquis quifuit non est , ce n’est pas le verbe dont l’antecedent 
est le sujet (est) mais le verbe de la phrase relative qui confere a T ante¬ 
cedent son mode de supposition: 

“Quand il y a anaphore d’un terme commun par un nom relatif, l’antecedent 
tire sa supposition du verbe de son relatif’ (TRACT. DE PROPR. SERM. II, 2 
p. 724 et aussi TRACT. ANAG. II, 2 p. 268). 

Inversement, le pronom relatif ne tire pas sa supposition du verbe de 
la proposition dans laquelle il se trouve, mais de la proposition dans 
laquelle se trouve 1’antecedent: 

‘ ‘Quand il y a anaphore d’un terme par un pronom relatif, le relatif tire sa suppo¬ 
sition du verbe de son antecedent. Ainsi lorsqu’on dit homo fuit et ille non est , bien 
que le relatif ille soit sujet d’un verbe au present, il rend la locution vraie pour les 
non-existants” (TRACT. DE PROPR. SERM. ibid). 

Ces deux regies rendent 1’argumentation suivant non valide: 

Homo fuit et ille non est 
ergo homo fuit qui non est 

En effet, si nous figurons par des fleches la restriction du terme par ce 
qui le restreint on a: 

homo fuit et ille non est 

I_t 

le passe du verbe fuit restreint ille a supposer pour des individus passes 
alors que dans: 

homo fuit qui non est 20 


20 Nos filches notent simplement le resultat. Le mecanisme de l’anaphore qui y abou- 
tit est plus complexe: homo fuit et ille non est (le verbe fuit restreint homo et le relatif 

t_ -L_-1 

tire sa supposition de son antecedent). H omo^fuit q u i non es t (le verbe est restreint le 


relatif, qui par sa nature conjonctive, restreint la supposition de son antecedent). 
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le verbe de la relative amene T antecedent a supposer pour des indivi- 
dus presents 21 . Voici un exemple de difference entre anaphore nomi¬ 
nate et pronominale et un argument contre T equivalence qui = et + 
pronom relatif. Nous reviendrons sur ce probleme dans notre 
deuxieme partie, car certains auteurs envisagent une solution diffe- 
rente, a partir d’une autre interpretation de la proposition relative 
qui ... 

3.2 Statut de la phrase relative 

La question du statut de la phrase contenant un relatif (il s’agira ici 
d’abord d’un pronom relatif) est liee a celle du mode de supposition du 
relatif. Elle fait l’objet d’un texte tres interessant dans le TRACT. 
ANAG. II, 2 p. 322 et sv.) et nous fait revenir au cas ou l’antecedent 
du relatif signifie confusement. 

II s’agit de determiner si la phrase relative a ou non une valeur de 
verite, ce qui exige une argumentation en plusieurs points. 

(1) Le relatif est une 4 ‘partie de phrase’ ’ {pars orationis ) par consequent 
ce dont il est une partie est bien une phrase. 

(2) Cette phrase contient suppot et appot, elle est done complete. 

(3) C’est une proposition declarative car elle ne peut etre d’aucun autre 
type. 

(4) Pour savoir si elle est susceptible de vrai ou de faux, il faut ensuite 
determiner le mode de reference du relatif, ce qui est examine a propos 
du cas particulier ou 1’antecedent est aliquid. Diverses opinions sont 
d’abord ecartees: 

- le relatif a une reference necessairement discrete puisqu’il tient lieu 
d’un nom propre, ce qui est rejete pour plusieurs raisons; 

- le pronom relatif referant a un mot de signification confuse signifie 
de la meme maniere que celui-ci et suppose sur le meme mode (regie 
generate de V anaphore, cf. supra). Si tel etait le cas, on pourrait rem- 
placer le relatif par son antecedent sans changer la valeur de verite de 
V ensemble. Or il est clair que aliquid est album et ipsum est nigrum et ali¬ 
quid est album et aliquid est nigrum ne sont pas equivalentes puisque la 
seconde est toujours vraie, pas la premiere. 


21 Le cas de Yappellatio dicti commengant par un pronom relatif est particulier. Dans 
Texemple De aliquo homineest verum ipsum fuisse Cesarem , le nom appellatif tire sa supposi¬ 
tion du verbe de Yappellatio dicti. L’exemple ci-dessus equivaut done a de aliquo quod est 
vel Juit homo est verum ipsum fuisse Cesarem (TRACT. DE UNIV. MONAC. II, 2 p. 348). 
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- la proposition commengant par un pronom relatif signifie un 
enongable qui n’est ni vrai ni faux. De nombreuses objections sont 
soulevees contre cette these. Ainsi par exemple: 

* puisqu’il semble une consequence naturelle de dire: si aliquid est , 
ipsum existit , c’est que le consequent a une valeur de verite; 

* si la proposition contenant un relatif n’avait pas de valeur de 
verite, les deux propositions aliquid est et non ipsum est Socrates et aliquid 
est et ipsum est Socrates , ou la meme chose est niee et affirmee du meme 
sujet ne seraient pas contradictoires. Cf. sur ce point Pierre d’Espagne 
qui note, egalement pour la critiquer, une opinion des “anciens” 
selon laquelle aucune proposition ne commengant par un relatif n’a de 
contradictoire (p. 190-191). Cette opinion des “anciens” est defendue 
dans le Tractatus Implicitarum 22 (p. 50). 

* la copulative aliquid fuit et ipsum non est ne pourrait etre vraie si 
chacune des propositions n’avait pas une valeur de verite. 

La solution finalement retenue pour determiner le mode de reference 
du relatif est le suivant: le relatif lie a un antecedent signifiant confuse- 
ment tire sa signification en partie de la signification de son antece¬ 
dent, en partie de la supposition. Quand on dit aliquid est homo et ipsum 
est asinus, ipsum tire sa supposition en partie de aliquid , en partie de 
homo. Si on prend les deux exemples: 

(1) aliquid est asinus et ipsum non est homo 

(2) aliquid est homo et ipsum est homo 

si aliquid signiflait la meme chose en (1) et en (2), ipsum signifierait la 
meme chose en (1) et en (2) or ce n’est pas le cas, ce que nous pouvons 
illustrer par les gloses: 

(1 ’) quelque chose est un ane et c’est ce quelque chose qui est un ane 
qui n’est pas un homme 

(2’) quelque chose est un homme et c’est ce quelque chose qui est un 
homme qui est un homme. 

Aliquid varie en fonction de son suppositum et fait varier la signification 
du relatif. Consequence: la proposition contenant un relatif a une 
valeur de verite mais celle-ci n’est pas independante parce que la refe¬ 
rence de son sujet n’est pas independante 23 . Ipsum est homo et ipsum non 
est homo ne peuvent done pas etre declarees contradictoires avant de 
connaitre les antecedents des deux relatifs. 

22 Ed. Guisberti (1982). 

23 La Logique de Port-Royal traite egalement de ce probleme de savoir “si cette faus- 
sete ne se rencontre que dans les propositions & les jugements”, cf. chap VII, 2e par- 
tie. 
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Le probleme discute ici est essentiel pour la definition de la proposi¬ 
tion. L’autonomie referentielle de la proposition est-elle necessaire 
pour que cette derniere se voite assigner une valeur de verite? Ce pro¬ 
bleme a un echo dans les grammaires lorsque Ton se demande si une 
phrase constituee d’un pronom sujet et d’un verbe est complete au 
meme titre que si son sujet etait un nom. Les interferences entre logi- 
que et grammaire sur ce point son particulierement manifestes dans 
certains textes ou on pose la question: Utrum pronomen potest supponere ?, 
question qui est ambigue: est-ce que le pronom peut etre sujet/est-ce 
que le pronom a une reference? Ces deux acceptions se melent d’ail- 
leurs parfois dans l’argumentation, lorsque Ton dit que le pronom 
peut etre sujet parce qu’il a une reference (cf. par exemple Ps-Albertus 
Magnus, ed. L. G. Kelly, Amsterdam 1977). 

La determination du mode de reference du relatif depend toujours 
de savoir ce qui est anaphorise. Certes, l’antecedent est anaphorise, 
mais quels sont les elements de la proposition qui le sont avec lui? On 
a vu ce probleme pose a propos des signes de quantification (cf. §2.5), 
des modificateurs de type adjectif, du temps verbal (cf. §3.1) , etc. et 
ici a propos de la signification de l’antecedent. Ce n’est pas dans le 
seul cas ou 1’ antecedent est indefmi que le relatif anaphorise un ante¬ 
cedent dont la signification est modifiee par le predicat. Si on consi- 
dere le plus souvent que c’est l’antecedent seul qui est repris (cf. 
supra, p. 13 omnis homo currit et ille ... = omnis homo currit et omnis homo ... 
chez Pierre d’Espagne) certains auteurs adoptent l’autre solution: 

“Lorsque je dis omnis homo currit , je ne m’occupe pas de l’homme en tant 
qu’homme, mais de l’homme courant. Si je veux referer a ce que j’ai pense, je 
refere a l’homme courant’’ (TRACT. DE PROPR. SERM. II, 2 p. 722). 

(cf. aussi la glose proposee par Lambert d’Auxerre: omnis homo currit et 
iste omnis homo currens disputat , supra p. 13). La definition stricte de 
Tanaphore telle que nous la donnions plus haut ne permet pas d’inte- 
grer ce genre de parametre, ce qui tient au type de theorie grammati- 
cale et logique en jeu. D’un cote les grammairiens tendent a analyser 
toute construction comme une relation entre mots et meme parfois 
entre deux mots : l’anaphore concerne un relatif et son antecedent, et les 
elements semantiques ou referentiels qui jouent sur cette relation ne 
sont pratiquement pas analyses. De 1’autre les logiques, si elles consi- 
derent les parametres contextuels divers qui influent sur la reference 
d’un terme, ont parfois du mal a en considerer plusieurs simultane- 
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ment et surtout a envisager que ces parametres interviennent a des 
niveaux differents. Dans 1’exemple ci-dessus, il est difficile, dans un 
tel cadre, d’envisager qu’un meme terme homo , dans une meme 
phrase, n’ait pas les memes proprietes semantiques en tant que sujet 
(ou il denote Tensemble des hommes) et en tant qu’antecedent (ou il 
denote les hommes courants) et que ce ne sont pas les memes proprie¬ 
tes semantiques d’un terme qui sont en cause dans chacune des fonc- 
tions differentes qu’il peut remplir dans la phrase 24 . Les seuls elements 
qui iraient dans ce sens seraient les reflexions, par exemple, de Roger 
Bacon, que nous notions plus haut, a propos du probleme de l’ana- 
phore d’un terme distribue: bien que l’antecedent soit distribue dans 
sa proposition, c’est en tant que non distribue qu’il peut etre anapho- 
rise. Roger Bacon parle d’ailleurs a ce moment de generation du dis¬ 
cours, ce qui permet une distance entre les formes resultant des opera¬ 
tions de constitution des enonces, et ces operations elles-memes, qui 
determinent T interpretation semantique. 

Universite Paris 7 

Department de Recherches linguistiques 

C.N.R.S. (U.A. 381) 


Annexe: les diverses possibility de l’anaphore, selon le mode de reference du relatif 
et celui de l’antecedent, tableau et exemples (d’apres Robert Blund, Summa in arte gra- 
matica, cap. de relativis et Anonymi Summa de relativis , ed. par Kneepkens (1977)). 

On remarquera dans le tableau ci-dessous, que, en plus des trois formes de supposi¬ 
tion (personnelle, simple, materielle), les grammairiens distinguent une supposition 
nuncupative , celle des attributs des verbes dits vocatifs (je m’appelle Adrien). Ils ajou- 
tent d’autre part des cas d’ambigui'te ( equivocatio ), ainsi par exemple lorsque l’antece- 
dent signifie un sens du mot chien, et que le relatif en signifie un autre. Les seuls cas 
de supposition personnelle sont les cas A et B. 


24 H en va de meme pour les proprietes grammaticales: les auteurs ont du mal a consi- 
derer, par exemple, que certaines proprietes grammaticales puissent permettre a un 
mot d’etre regissant et d’autres lui permettre d’etre regi. Il nous semble que cette diffi- 
culte, qui tient au fait que la syntaxe est con^ue comme mettant en relation des mots 
consideres comme entites indivisibles, est—partiellement au moins—resolue par les 
Modistes pour lesquels la syntaxe opere a un niveau inferieur au mot, celui de ses pro¬ 
prietes grammaticales ou modes de signifier. Les regies de construction mettent en 
rapport non deux mots, mais un ensemble de proprietes de deux mots, et ce sont ces 
ensembles de proprietes qui permettent de definir les fonctions grammaticales. Les 
Modistes, cependant, n’integrent absolument pas les proprietes semantiques et refe- 
rentielles au fonctionnement syntaxique et, dans leurs logiques, ne les font pas fonc- 
tionner comme les modes de signifier sur ce point. 
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Le relatif denote 

sa chose 

son signifie 

son nom 

nuncupative 

L *antecedent 
denote 





sa chose 

meme chose A 
chose differente 1 
ambiguite 1* 

cas general 2 
ambiguite 2’ 

cas general 3 
synonyme 3’ 

4 

son signifie 

cas general 5 
ambiguite 5’ 

cas general 6 
ambiguite 6’ 

cas general 7 
synonyme 7’ 

8 

son nom 

9 

10 

cas general B 
synonyme 11* 

12 

nuncupative 

13 

14 

cas general 15 
synonyme 15’ 

16 


[Les chiffres du tableau permettent de classer les exemples ci-dessous] 

A Homo est Marcus, qui est Tullius; homo ducitur in urbem et ipse reus fit 

1 mulier que damnavit salvavit; et quas Boree spiritus aufert, mitis Zefirus reuerit 
frondes; qui color albus erat, nunc est contrarius albo; homo inuenit literas, qui inue- 
nit dialecticam 

I’ canis hie latrat, qui etiam natat in mari; canis est latrabile hie, qui natat in mari; 
manus mee que uos fecerunt, clauis confixe sunt 

2 homo est Socrates, qui est dignissima creatura; homo inuenit literas, qui est dignis- 
sima creaturarum; hoc discemit[ur] articulus apud Grecos, qui apud Latinos non est; 
articulus hie discemit apud eos, qui apud nos non inuenitur. 

2’ canis hie latrat, qui habundat in mari 

3 homo est Socrates, quod est nomen appellatiuum;—quod deriuatur ab humo; 
raboni, quod interpretatur magister; Marcus currit, id est Tullius; uideo Anchisia- 
dem, id est Eneam 

3’ homo est Socrates, quod apud Grecos est nomen commune 

4 iste est Socrates, qui ille uocatur, quicquid es, id uere, care, uocaris, aue; non ego 
sum tanti quod non censeris inique; homo est, qui ipse uocatur 

5 homo est dignissima creatura, qui est Socrates; homo est dignissima creatura, qui 
inuenit litteras; serpens est callidissimuni animal, qui uenit ad mulierem 

5’ canis habundat in mari, qui etiam hie latrat 

6 homo est dignissima creatura cui parent cetera animancia;—cui soli competit uti 
ratione; eadem herba que crescit in orto meo, crescit in orto tuo; hoc piper quod uendi- 
tur hie, uenditur Rome; hoc arguit (ostendit) sensus, qui nullus in eis inuenitur; subs¬ 
tantia est quiddam et ipsa est genus 

6’ canis est amicissimum siue domesticum animal, qui etiam habundat in mari Bri- 
tannico 

7 homo est dignissima creatura, quod deriuatur ab humo 

T homo est dignissima creatura, quod apud Grecos est nomen commune 

8 homo est dignissima creatura, quod animal rationale censetur 

9 homo est nomen appellatiuum, qui est Socrates; ex uero positum permansit Equir- 
ria nomen, que deus e campo prospicit (prospexit) 

10 homo est nomen appellatiuum, qui est dignissima creatura (creaturarum) 

B- homo est nomen appellatiuum, quod deriuatur ab humo; musa est nomen appella¬ 
tiuum et illud declinatur sic 
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IT homo est nomen appellatiuum quod apud Grecos est nomen commune; canis in 
lingua barbara forte simpliciter dicitur, quod apud nos multipliciter 

12 Socrates est nomen proprium, qui iste uocatur; homo est nomen appellatiuum, qui 
animal rationale uocatur 

13 iste uocatur Socrates, qui ipse est 

14 animal rationale uocatur homo, qui est dignissima creatura (creaturarum) 

15 iste uocatur Socrates, quod est nomen proprium; iste uocatur Socrates, quod est 
nomen eius 

15’ animal rationale uocatur homo, quod apud Grecos est nomen commune 

16 iste uocatur Socrates, qui et ille uocatur. 

La seule chose qui soit precisee a propos de ces exemples, c’est que A et B sont les seuls 
cas de supposition personnelle. On ne donne aucune indication de correction, ce qui 
s’explique, pour certains exemples du moins, par le fait que certains sont des citations 
de bons auteurs (Boece, Porphyre, Priscien, Ovide, Evangile...). 


Textes cites 

Ars Emer. II, 2: Ars Emmerana , ed. par L. M. de Rijk, Logica Modemorum, A contribution 
to the history of early terminist logic , vol II, part 2, Assen 1967. 

Ars Mel. II, 1: Ars Meliduna , ibid, vol. II part 1. 

Ars Mel.: Ars Meliduna , ed. completee par F. Guisberti (1982), Materials for a study 
on twelfth century scholasticism , Napoli. 

De Inplicationibus , ed. par L. M. de Rijk (1966), Some notes on the Medieval tract De insolu- 
bilibus , with the edition of a tract dating from the end of the 12th century , dans: Vivarium, 
IV, pp. 83-115. 

Dial. Monac. II, 2: Dialectica Monacensis , ed. par L. M. de Rijk (1967) vol. II, part 2. 

Fierville ed., Une grammaire latine inedite du XIHe siecle, Paris 1886. 

Guillaume de Sherwood, Syncategoremata , ed. O’Donnell (1941), dans: Mediaeval 
Studies 3, pp. 46-93. 

Lambert d’auxerre, Logica (Summa Lamberti), ed. F. Alessio, Firenze 1971. 

Log. Cum sit nostra II, 2: Logica cum sit nostra , ed. par L. M. de Rijk (1967), vol II, 
part 2. 

Pierre d’espagne, Tractatus, ed. L. M. de Rijk, Assen 1972. 

Pierre Helie, Summa super Priscianum constructionum , ed. par J. E. Tolson (1978), 
dans: Cahiers de l’lnstitut du Moyen Age Grec et Latin, 27-28. 

Robert Blund, Summa in arte grammatica , cap. de relativis , ed. par Kneepkens (1977), 
The relatio simplex in the Grammatical Tracts of the late 12th and Early 13th century , 
dans: Vivarium XV pp. 1-30. 

Roger Bacon XIV: Summa de sophismatibus et distinctionibus , ed. par Steele, Opera hacte- 
nus inedita Rogeri Baconi , Oxford 1937. 

Roger Bacon XV: Summule dialectices , ibid. vol. XV, 1940. 

Summa de relativis (anonymi), ed. par Kneepkens (1977). 

Sum. Met. II, 1: Summe Metenses, ed. par L. M. de Rijk (1967), vol. II, part 1. 

TLA: Tractatus de Locis Argumentationum, ed. par Yukio Iwakuma (1981), Instantiae. 
A Study of Twelfth Century Technique of Argumentation with an Edition of Ms Paris BN 
lat.6674 f.1-5. , dans: Cahiers de l’lnstitut du Moyen Age Grec et Latin, 38. 

Tract. Anag. II,2: Tractatus Anagnini, ed. par L. M. de Rijk (1967), vol. II, part 2. 

Tract, de Univ. Monac. II, 2: Tractatus de univocatione Monacensis , ibid. 

Tract, de pr. Serm. II, 2: Tractatus de proprietatibus sermonum , ibid. 

Tractatus Implicitarum , ed. par Giusberti (1982). 
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Vivarium XXIII, 1 (1985) 


Walther Burley's Tract De exclusivis. An Edition . 


L. M. DE RIJK 


Some years ago the late Jan Pinborg drew our attention to Burley’s 
early work on propositions which contains some syncategorematic 
terms effecting an exclusion (‘ tantum ’, ‘ solus 9 ; ‘only ’). The intrinsic 
importance of this topic has been well shown by Pinborg (‘Walther 
Burley on Exclusives’ in English Logic and Semantics from the end of the 
twelfth century to the time of Ockham and Burleigh. Acts of the 4th 
European Symposion on Mediaeval Logic and Semantics, Leiden- 
Nijmegen, 23-27 April, 1979 edited by H. A. G. Braakhuis, C. H. 
Kneepkens, L. M. de Rijk. Nijmegen 1981, 305-26). 

The treatise is found in only three manuscripts, and one of these 
contains only its beginning. It belongs to the oldest group of logical 
writings which may be assigned to this famous English logician [see 
Pinborg, 1981: 306] whose great renown is mainly due to his 
sagacious tract De puritate artis logicae [in two versions; see edition 
Boehner 1955]. The earlier corpus comprises six tracts which in fact 
form a course of logic in general use in those days: 

(1) De suppositionibus, recently edited by Brown (Stephen F. Brown, 
Walter Burleigh's Treatise De suppositionibus and Its Influence on 
William of Ockham, in: Franciscan Studies, 32 (1972), 15-64) 

(2) De exclusivis , which will be edited here 

(3) De exceptivis , which will be edited in the next issue of this journal 

(4) De consequent™, edited by Green-Pedersen (Niels Jorgen Green- 
Pederson, Walther Burley's (( De consequentiis". An Edition , in: 
Franciscan Studies, 40 (1980), 102-66) 

(5) De insolubilibus , edited by Roure (M. L. Roure, Laproblematique des 
propositions insolubles au XIHe siecle et au debut du XIVe, suivie de l'edi¬ 
tion des traites de W. Shyreswood, W. Burleigh et Th . Bradwardine , in: 
Archives d’histoire doctrinale et litteraire du moyen age, 45 
(1970), 205-84) 

(6) De obligationibus , not edited so far. For the MSS tradition, see J. 
Weisheipl, Repertorium Mertonense , in: Mediaeval Studies, 31 
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(1969), [174-224], 196. Its incipit runs: In disputatione dialetica 
sunt due partes scilicet opponens et respondens. Opus opponentis 
est sic inducere orationem ut faciat respondentem concedere im- 
probabiliora que propter positionem sunt necessaria concedere... 

1. The Manuscripts 

Our tract has been handed down complete in London, British 
Museum, Royal MSS , 12 F XIX, ff. 123ra-126rb (our L). This MS is 
written in an English hand dating from the early 14th century. On f. 
148rb this hand notes the year 1302. L presents quite a good text, 
which sometimes gives the impression of being a revised redaction of 
the text as it has been transmitted by the Bruges manuscript. The 
work is ascribed to Walther Burley at the end (f. 126rb). 

Our second copy is found in the Stadsbibliotheek at Bruges, 
Belgium (our B). It dates from the 14th century and was also written 
in an English hand. It contains the whole work, with the exception of 
just one chapter (our 91). It contains some trivial errors (e.g. distinctio 
instead of distribution for other examples, see our apparatus criticus). 
However, it is of some use for correcting L. The work is anonymous 
in this manuscript. 

Finally, just one page of this tract has been preserved in Cam¬ 
bridge, University Library, Gonville and Caius 434/434, f. 6v (our C). 
Obviously, this copy is of little help for the constitution of the text. 

The connection between L and B is not very clear. Following 
Green-Pedersen (104-07) we may see them as belonging to two dif¬ 
ferent groups (his BFP versus CLO). As far as the De consequents is 
concerned we can agree with Green-Pedersen (105) that “in a good 
many cases where the text of BFP is acceptable, the other group (CLO) 
has readings which look like deliberate changes from a less clear ex¬ 
pression into a more clear one [...] In other words, it appears that the 
model of CLO in some places made deliberate changes (corrections) 
from the original text as it is preserved in BFP .* ’ 

Indeed, it is possible that V s variants are due to deliberate changes 
to the extent that they indicate a revision. However, I do not wish to 
maintain that the text of L as it stands merely presents a doctrinal 
revision of an earlier redaction in the proper sense, which could be the 
work of the original author, since L too often presents a text which is 
free from the obvious scribal errors found in B. Doctrinal im¬ 
provements as such hardly occur at all in L. 
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2. The Present Edition 


As far as the constitution of the text is concerned, the editor cannot 
help but feel himself in a rather unfortunate position. The deliberate 
changes made by L would surely suggest its unreliability as a 
testimony to the original form of our tract. However, in quite a few 
cases what looks like an error caused by haplography in B can be cor¬ 
rected by following L. Besides, B seems to abbreviate our text, 
especially by using the formula ‘ etc . ’ instead of giving the complete 
sentences (mostly sophisms); sometimes a specific sophism is only 
repeated as 4 sophisma ’ in B where L gives it in its full wording. In all 
such cases the textual differences do not automatically prove the cor¬ 
rectness of B’ s readings. 

The most reasonable thing to do, therefore, seemed to be to pay 
separate attention to every single difficult place and to make one’s 
choice afterwards (cf. Green-Pedersen, 105). However, the alter¬ 
native readings are always also given in full in the apparatus to 
facilitate the reader’s own decision. 

The text has been divided and numbered by the editor in ac¬ 
cordance with its obvious articulations. 

The most the editor can hope for is that the present edition will 
provoke some further research. For some initial investigations the 
reader may be referred to Pinborg [1981], 311-20. 

3. Contents 


Chs 

1 Regula la: dictio exclusiva addita subiecto removet 
predicatum ab oppositis subiecti 

2 Regula 2a: dictio exclusiva addita predicato removet op- 
posita predicati a subiecto 

3 Regula 3a: quelibet propositio affirmativa convertitur cum 
eadem, dictione exclusiva addita predicato 

4-7 Dubitatio de secunda regula 

8 Regula 4a: dictio exclusiva addita alicui nichil excludit de 
quo possibiliter dicitur inclusum 

9 Regula 5a: dictio exclusiva addita subiecto respectu alicuius 
actus negati attribuit predicatum cuilibet alii ab incluso et 
removet idem predicatum ab incluso 

10 Regula 6a: ex omni exclusiva sequitur universalis de ter- 
minis transpositis, et econverso 
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11-22 Dubitatio de istis regulis 

15 Regula 7a: si subiectum (sc. in exclusiva) sit in obliquo, non 
oportet quod inferat exclusivam de terminis transpositis 
Regula 8a: si subiectum sit in recto: si sit universalis affir- 
mativa, tunc infert exclusivam de terminis transpositis; si 
sit universalis negativa, tunc non infert exclusivam 
Regula 9a: si exclusiva sit negativa, tunc infert universalem 
de terminis oppositis, sed non de terminis transpositis 

23 Dubitatio utrum sub predicato exclusive contingat descendere 
Regula 10a: sub predicato exclusive contingit descendere ad 
supposita per se et non ad supposita per accidens 

24 Regula 11a: in exclusiva negativa predicatum removetur a 
subiecto et attribuitur cuilibet alii a subiecto 

25-30 Dubitatio an sequatur: e nichil currit; igitur aliquid currit 9 

31 Regula 12a: propositio habens multas causas veritatis con- 
vertitur cum illis acceptis sub disiunctione 
32-34 Distinctio la: quandocumque dictio exclusiva additur alicui 
subiecto distributo sub aliquo modo, multiplex est talis 
propositio ex eo quod potest fieri exclusio generalis vel 
specialis 

Sophisma: TANTUM OMNIS HOMO CURRIT 
35-37 Contra istam distinctionem arguitur 

38-41 Distinctio 2a: si excludatur totum integrale vel totum 
numerale, multiplex est propositio ex eo quod potest fieri 
exclusio gratia forme vel gratia materie 

39 Sophisma: TANTUM DOMUS EST ALBA 

40 Sophisma: TANTUM QUATUOR HOMINES SUNT 
HICINTUS 

42 Distinctio 3a: quando dictio exclusiva additur alicui com¬ 
posite ex substantia et accidente, multiplex est locutio ex eo 
quod potest fieri exclusio ratione unius partis vel ratione 
alterius partis vel ratione totius 

Sophisma: TANTUM HOMO ALBUS CURRIT 

43 Distinctio 4a: quandocumque additur dictio exclusiva dicto 
alicuius propositionis respectu veri vel falsi, possibilis vel 
impossibilis, distinguendum est ex eo quod potest fieri ex¬ 
clusio ratione verbi principalis vel verbi secundum quod 
ponitur in dicto 

Sophisma: TANTUM HOMINEM ESSE HOMINEM 
EST VERUM 
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44-48 Contra istam distinctionem arguitur 

49-59 Dubitatio utrum exclusiva inferat negativam exponentem 

Sophisma : TANTUM SORTES SCIT SEPTEM ARTES 

50 Sophisma : TANTUM VIDENS SIBI SIMILE EST 
HOMO 

51 Sophisma : TANTUM SORTES VIDET SE 

52 Sophisma : TANTUM COMMUNE EST COMMUNE 
61 -88 De suppositions terminorum in exclusiva 

61-62 Regula 13a : subiectum in exclusiva stat confuse tantum 

63 Regula 14a: subiectum in opposito exclusive supponit con¬ 
fuse et distributive 

Distinctio 5a: distinguendum est de exclusiva quia aut fit 
exclusio respectu actus affirmati aut respectu actus negati 

64 Regula 15a : in exclusiva si fiat exclusio respectu actus af¬ 
firmati, tunc predicatum supponit confuse et distributive 

65 Regula 16a : de exclusiva cuius preiacens est negativa, 
subiectum stat confuse tantum et predicatum confuse et 
distributive immobiliter 

66-78 Dubitatio utrum predicatum in exclusiva affirmativa supponat 
mobiliter 

71 Regula 17a : in exclusiva affirmativa predicatum stat confuse 
et distributive pro suo per se supposito, ita quod ad 
quodlibet per se suppositum predicati contingit descendere 
79-85 Dubitatio an hec dictio ( aliud } habeat naturam confundendi ter - 
minum immediate ei sequentem confuse et distributive 

80 Sophisma : SORTES EST ALIUD AB HOMINE 

Sophisma: SORTES EST ALIUD AB HOMINE 
PRETERQUAM A SORTE 

84 Regula 18a: hec dictio 4 aliud'' habet duplicem virtutem, 
scilicet mobilitandi immobilitatum et immobilitandi 
mobilitatum 

86 Regula 19a: quandocumque predicatur inferius de suo 
superiori universaliter aut convertibile de convertibili suo, 
affirmativa universalis infert universalem negativam in qua 
predicatum removetur a quolibet alio a subiecto 

88 Dubitatio quare talis propositio c tantum homo currit ’ dicatur magis 
exclusiva quam inclusiva 
89-90 Circa conversionem exclusivarum 

Dubitatio an aliqua exclusiva habeat converti 

Regula 20a: exclusiva proprie non habet converti; si velimus 
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convertere tales propositiones, debent converti in univer- 
sales de terminis transpositis 
91-108 De hac dictione ‘solus’ 

91 Regula 21a : hec dictio ‘solus’ convenit in significando cum 
hac dictione ‘ tantum’ 

92 Regula 22a: ‘solus’ differt a signo precedenti eoquod per 
hanc dictionem ‘tantum’ maior precisio importatur quam 
per hanc dictionem ‘ solus’ ; et in alio differunt eoquod hec 
dictio ‘tantum’ potest indifferenter addi adiectivo vel 
substantivo, sed hec dictio ‘solus’ solum substantivo 

93 Distinctio 6a: quandocumque in aliqua oratione sunt duo 
signa officialia vel idem bis sumptum, distinguenda est 
oratio ex eo quod una dictio potest includere aliam vel 
econverso 

94-96 Sophisma : SOLUS SORTES VIDET OMNEM 

HOMINEM 

97-98 Dubitatio est quam multiplicitatem operatur dicta distinctio 
99-100 Sophisma: A SOLO SORTE VIDETUR SOLUS SORTES 
101-103 Regula 23a: si sunt due exclusiones in aliqua propositione, 
semper ilia exclusio que includit aliam debet exponi, et alia 
non 

104-108 Circa hanc dictionem ‘solus’ est dubitatio quando ponitur in 
predicato: an removeat opposita predicati a subiecto 
Sophisma: SORTES DIFFERT A SOLO PLATONE. 

4. Sigla 

L = codex Londiniensis (British Museum Royal MSS 12 F XIX, ff. 

123ra-126rb) 

L c = manus quae correxit L 

B = codex Brugiensis (Bruges, Stadsbibliotheek, cod. 500, ff. 81vb- 

85va) 

B° - manus quae correxit B 

5. Text 

Walter Burley 
De Exclusivis 

L123ra; 1 Circa dictiones exclusivas est sciendum quod dictio exclusiva 

B82vb 

1 dictiones] L B exceptivas et add. B dictio] om. B dicto] L dicendo B currere] 
L predicatum B solum] L om. B hec] L ista sic saepius B exponitur sic] L debet sic 
exponi B 
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addita subiecto removet predicatum ab oppositis subiecti. Ut sic dic- 
to: ‘tantum homo currit' removetur ‘currere ab omni alio ab homines t at- 
tribuitur homini solum. Ideo hec: ‘tantum homo currit' exponitur sic: 
‘homo currit et nichil aliud ab homine currit'. 

2 Sed dictio exclusiva addita predicato removet opposita predicati 
a subiecto. Ut sic dicto: ‘homo est tantum albus' denotatur quod homo sit 
albus et quod homo non sit aliud quam album. Unde si dictio ex¬ 
clusiva addatur predicato, debet sic exponi: ‘homo est albus et homo non 
est aliud quam album \ 

3 Et ex isto dicto notandum est quod quelibet propositio affir- 
mativa convertitur cum eadem, dictione exclusiva addita predicato. 
Unde ista duo convertuntur: ‘homo est albus 9 et ‘homo est tantum albus'. 
Nam ex hoc ipso quod aliquod predicatum attribuitur alicui subiecto, 
opposita eiusdem predicati removentur ab eodem subiecto et dictio 
exclusiva addita predicato solum removet opposita predicati a subiec¬ 
to, ut dictum est. 


{Dubitatio) 

4 Sed ex hoc oritur dubitatio. Si dictio exclusiva addita predicato 
removet solum opposita predicati a subiecto, sequeretur quod hec 
consequentia foret bona: 1 Sortes currit, igitur Sortes tantum currit '. Sed hec 
consequentia non valet. Ut probatur: posito quod Sortes currat et 
pugnet, tunc hec est vera: Sortes currit 9 ; tamen hec est falsa: ‘Sortes tan¬ 
tum currit', quia sequitur: ‘Sortes tantum currit; igitur nichil aliud agit'; et 
ultra: ‘igitur Sortes non pugnat quod tamen falsum est per casum. 

5 Item. Sequitur per illam regulam: ‘Sortes videt Platonem; igitur 
Sortes tantum videt Platonem '. Sed ista consequentia non valet, quia 
posito quod videat Platonem et Ciceronem, tunc hec est vera: ‘Sortes 
videt Platonem'; tamen hec est falsa: 'Sortes videt tantum Platonem ', quia 
sequitur: ‘Sortes videt tantum Platonem; igitur non videt Ciceronem'; quod 
falsum est per casum. 

2 sic dicto] L si dicitur B homo] LB om. B Unde] L ut B 

3 et...est] L Ex isto patet B eadem] L om. B predicati] L om. B 

4 Sed.. .dubitatio] L Ex istis oriuntur duo B removet] U B movet L solum] B om. 
L sequeretur...bona] L tunc sequitur B Ut probatur] B per (an pro probatio?) L c 
om. L tunc] L om. B tamen] L et B quia...currit] L om. B Sortes] L om. 
B tamen] L om. B per casum] L om. B 

5 Item...per casum] L Item non sequitur sortes videt platonem igitur sortes tantum 
videt platonem quia aliquid stat cum antecedente quod non stat cum consequente 
videns ciceronem stat cum antecedente quod non stat cum consequente B Sortes] L c 
Sortes tantum L tantum] L c om. L 
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6 Ad primum argumentum dicitur quod bene sequitur: ‘ Sortes cur- 
rit; igitur Sortes tantum currit'. Ad argumentum in contrarium, quando 
supponitur quod Sortes currat et pugnet, ad hoc dico quod hec est 
vera: ‘ Sortes tantum currit': Et quando arguitur: ‘ Sortes tantum currit; ig¬ 
itur nichil aliud agit', dico quod non sequitur. Sed ista: ‘ Sortes tantum 
currit' exponitur sic: ‘ Sortes currit et Sortes nichil aliud est quam currens'\ 
cum quo bene stat quod Sortes pugnet. 

7 Ad aliud dicitur quod bene sequitur: ‘ Sortes videt Platonem; igitur 
Sortes tantum videt Platonem ’. Et dico quod nichil stat cum antecedente 
qui<n> illud stat cum consequente. Unde dico quod ista simul stant: 
‘Sortes tantum videt Platonem' et ‘ Sortes videt Ciceronem' . Ad probationem 
dico quod non sequitur: ‘ Sortes tantum videt Platonem; igitur non videt 
alium a Platone'. Sed ista: 'Sortes tantum videt Platonem' debet sic exponi: 

‘ Sortes videt Platonem et Sortes non est aliud quam videns Platonem' . Cum quo 
bene stat quod videat Ciceronem. 

8 Unde breviter regula in exclusivis est quod 

dictio exclusiva addita alicui nichil excludit de quo 
possibiliter dicitur inclusum. 

Et cum hec sit possibilis: ‘ videns Platonem est videns Ciceronem,' [B 82ra] 
incluso uno non excluditur aliud. Ideo stat simul quod Sortes tantum 
videt Platonem et quod videt Ciceronem, quia utraque est possibilis. 

9 Sciendum quod dictio exclusiva addita subiecto respectu alicuius 
actus negati denotat predicatum attribui cuilibet alii ab incluso et 
removet [L 123rb] idem predicatum ab incluso. Ut sic dicto: * tantum 
homo non currit 9 attribuitur hoc predicatum ‘ currens' cuilibet alii ab 
homine et removetur ab homine. Ideo exponitur sic: ‘ homo non currit et 
quidlibet aliud ab homine currit'. Tamen principaliter exponitur sic: 'homo 
non currit et nichil aliud ab homine non currit'. Et sic ista: 'nichil aliud ab 
homine non currit' valet istam: 'quidlibet aliud ab homine currit \ 


6 argumentum dicitur] L dicendum B quando...ad hoc] L om. B hec est vera] L 
non sequitur B Et...tantum currit] L om. B dico...pugnet] L nec est sua exponens 
sed ista sortes non est aliud quam currens B 

7 dico] L dicitur B nichil stat...dico quod] L om. B probationem] B argumentum 
L tantum videt] L videt tantum B ista...exponi] B exponitur sic L sortes non] L 
non B Cum...ciceronem] L om. B 

8 breviter...est] B regula est quod U om. L excludit] B est exclusum L et_sit] L 

unde ista est B non excluditur aliud] L reliquum non excluditur B 
Ideo...possibilis] L om. B 

9 negati] L negari B denotat predicatum attribui] B attribuit predicatum L ab 
incluso] L a subiecto B idem] B om. L ab incluso] L a subiecto B ut sic dicto] L 
verbi gratia sic dicendo B attribuitur...exponitur sic] L significat (!) quod 
B Tamen...ab homine currit] L et sic debet exponi B 
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10 Et sciendum quod est una regula in exclusivis quod 
ex omni exclusiva sequitur universalis de terminis 
transpositis <et econverso). 

quia sequitur: ‘ tantum homo currit; igitur omne currens est homo 1 . Et 
econverso: 'omne currens est homo; igitur tantum homo currit 1 . 


< Dubitatio > 

11 Circa istam regulam contingit dubitare, quia dato quod ista 
regula esset bona, tunc sequeretur: ‘ tantum homo movetur; igitur tantum 
homo currit 1 , ubi antecedens est verum et consequens falsum, posito 
casu possibili. Probo quod antecedens sit verum sine consequente, ut 
posito quod nichil moveatur nisi homo et quod homo moveatur solum 
motu saltationis, tunc hec est vera: 'tantum homo movetur ’, hec tamen 
est falsa: 'tantum homo currit 1 , quia sequitur: 'tantum homo currit; igitur 
homo currit 1 . Ultimum consequens est falsum. Igitur antecedens. Pro¬ 
bo quod ista consequentia valeat, dato principali, quia sequitur: 'tan¬ 
tum homo movetur; igitur omne movens est homo 1 . Et ultra: 'igitur omne cur¬ 
rens est homo 1 . Et ultra: 'igitur tantum homo currit 1 . Igitur a primo: 'tantum 
homo movetur; igitur tantum homo currit 1 . 

12 Item. Tunc sequeretur: 'tantum homo est animal; igitur tantum homo 
est asinus 1 . Ubi tamen est fallacia consequentis inter affirmativas ex- 
ponentes. Et probo quod sequatur, quia si tantum homo est animal, 
igitur omne animal est homo. Et ultra: 'igitur omnis asinus est homo 1 , et 
ultra: 'igitur tantum homo est asinus 1 . Igitur a primo. 

13 Item. Hec est una exclusiva vera: 'tantum homo non est non-homo 1 . 
Et tamen hec non infert universalem affirmativam de terminis 
transpositis, quia si inferat aliquam, non infert aliam, ut videtur, 
quam istam: 'omnis non-homo est homo 1 . Sed hec est falsa. 


10 Et...exclusivis] B regula in exclusivis est L ex] L in B quia sequitur] L sicut 
hec (!) B omne...currit] L om. B 

11 circa] B contra L istam regulam] L quam B quia...tunc] L quod regula non 
valeat videtur quia si sic B posito casu possibili] L c posito possibili L B casu] L c om. 
B probo...ut] B quia L quod homo moveat] L et hoc B hec tamen est] L c hec 
tamen L et hec est B quia...antecedens] B om. L ista] L om. B dato principali] L 
posito possibili B tantum homo...currit] L etc. B 

12 quod sequatur quia] L quia sequitur B si] B om. L primo] LB etc. add. B 

13 tamen hec] hec L tamen B affirmativam] B om. L inferat aliquam] inferat 
aliam L aliqua (!) inferret B non...istam] ut videtur non infert aliam quam istam L 
esset hec ut videtur B omnis non homo est homo] B omne quod est non homo est 
homo L 
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14 Ad oppositum. Exclusio denotat mensuram precisam predicati 
ad subiectum, ita quod predicatum dicitur de subiecto ita quod de 
nullo alio. Nichil enim continetur sub predicato quin illud idem con- 
tinetur sub subiecto. Quidlibet igitur quod continetur sub predicato 
continetur sub subiecto. Et hoc denotatur per universalem de terminis 
transpositis. Igitur universalis sequitur ad exclusivam. 

15 Ad hanc dubitationem dico quod aliquando universales in- 
ferunt exclusivam et aliquando non. Pro quo sciendum est quod 
subiectum in exclusiva sive in universali aliquando est in recto et ali¬ 
quando in obliquo. Si subiectum sit in obliquo, non oportet quod in- 
ferat exclusivam de terminis transpositis. Unde non sequitur: 
4 cuiuslibet hominis est asinus; igitur tantum asinus est hominis' ; nec etiam 
sequitur: 4 tantum hominis est asinus; ergo omnis asinus est hominis \ Si 
subiectum sit in recto, aut ista propositio est affirmativa aut negativa. 
Si sit universalis affirmativa, tunc infert exclusivam de terminis 
transpositis; si sit universalis negativa, tunc non infert exclusivam. Si 
exclusiva sit negativa, tunc infert universalem de terminis oppositis, 
sed non de terminis transpositis. Unde non sequitur: ‘ tantum homo non 
est non-homo; igitur omnis non-homo est homo', sed sequitur: 4 igitur omne [B 
82rb] quod non est non-homo, est homo \ 

16 Ad primum argumentum dico quod non sequitur: 4 tantum homo 
movetur; igitur tantum homo currit'. Ad probationem dico quod bene se¬ 
quitur: 4 tantum homo movetur; igitur omne movens est homo'. Sed non se¬ 
quitur ultra: 'omne movens [L 123va] est homo; igitur omne currens est 
homo', quia posito casu priori antecedens est verum et consequens 
falsum. 

17 Ad aliud dico quod bene sequitur: 4 tantum homo est animal; igitur 
tantum homo est asinus \ Nec obstat quod inter affirmativas exponentes 

14 Ad] L Dicendum ad B precisam predicati] L predicari (!) B enim] B igitur 
L illud idem] B B om. L quidlibet...subiecto] L om. B et hoc] L hec B univer- 
salem] L universalis...exclusivam] L etc. B 

15 dico] L om. B aliquando] L aliqua B universalis inferunt] L universalis infert 
B aliquando] L alia B exclusiva...universali] B universali sive exclusiva L ali¬ 
quando est] L aut est Bf et B alterum aliquando] L aut B oportet quod inferat] L 
infert B est asinus] L asinus currit B asinus est hominis] L asinus est currens est 
hominis B° hominis asinus est currens est hominis B ista...est] L est propositio 
B sit universalis] B om. L tunc] L om. B de...transpositis] L om. B universalis] 
L om. B tunc] B om. L tunc] L om. B sed...terminis] L et non B 

16 dico] B dicitur L bene] L om. B sequitur ultra] L valet B 

17 aliud] L aliam rationem B bene] B om. L licet] sed L etsi B sicut] L valet 
B de terminis transpositis] L om. B negativa] L om. B eodem...exponentem] L 
om. B 
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fit fallacia consequentis, quia antecedens bene potest inferre 
antecedens licet consequens non inferat consequens. Sicut patet: 
universalis negativa infert universalem negativam de terminis 
transpositis et tamen particularis negativa non infert particularem 
negativam de terminis transpositis; et tamen particularis negativa est 
consequens ad universalem. Eodem modo exponens est antecedens ad 
exponentem. Et ideo non oportet quod si exclusiva inferat exclusivam, 
quod exponens inferat exponentem. 

18 Ad aliud dico quod huic: 4 tantum homo non est non-homo' cor- 
respondet hec universalis: 'omne quod non est non-homo , est homo'. 

19 Contra responsionem ad primum argumentum probo hanc 
consequentiam: ‘ omne movens est homo; igitur omne currens est homo', quia 
sequitur: 4 currens est homo; igitur movens est homo'. Igitur distributo con- 
sequente sequitur antecedens distributum. Igitur sequitur: 4 omne 
movens est homo; igitur omne currens est homo '. 

20 Item. A superiori distributo ad suum inferius distributum est 
consequentia bona. Sicut patet hie: 'omne animal currit; igitur omnis homo 
currit' . Et cum 4 movens' sit superius ad 4 currens sequitur: 'omne movens 
est homo; igitur omne currens est homo '. 

21 Ad primum dico quod licet sequatur: 'currens est homo; igitur 
movens est homo' , non tamen oportet quod distributo consequente se¬ 
quitur antecedens distributum. Sed est regula intelligenda: quando 
arguitur a per se inferiori ad suum superius per se. Sed currens est in¬ 
ferius per accidens ad movens sicut homo albus ad hominem. Ideo licet 
sequatur: 'homo albus currit; igitur homo currit non tamen sequitur: 
'omnis homo currit; igitur omnis homo albus currit '. 

22 Ad aliud dico quod arguendo ab inferiori per se ad suum 
superius per se cum distributione est consequentia bona. Verum- 
tamen a superiori ad suum inferius per accidens non valet conse- 

18 huic tantum] L om. B hec universalis] L huic universali B non est non homo] 
L quod est non homo B c quod est non non (!) homo B 

19 responsionem...argumentum] L primam responsionem prime regule B alterum 
igitur] L igitur sequitur B 

20 suum] L om. B hie] L hec consequentia est bona B et cum] L cum igitur 
B ad] L quam B 

21 licet sequatur] L bene sequatur B sequitur...distributum] L etc. B ab in¬ 
feriori per se] L a...per se inferiori B suum superius per se] L per se superius 
B est...movens] L per animal continetur sub movente B ad hominem] L sub 
homine B ideo licet sequatur] Ideo sed sequatur L unde sequitur B prius currit] L 
om. B sequitur...igitur] L oportet quod si omnis homo currit quod B 

22 cum distributione] L om. B verum tamen] B tamen L suum] B om. L sed] L 
unde B et...distributio] L om. B 
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quentia cum distributione. Sed movens est superius per accidens ad 
currens. Et ideo non valet distributio. 

23 Adhuc dubitatur, cum semper predicatum in exclusiva stet 
confuse et distributive, utrum sub predicato exclusive contingit 
descendere, et tunc sequetur: 'tantum homo movetur; igitur tantum homo 
currit \ Et dico quod sub predicato exclusive contingit descendere ad 
supposita per se et non ad supposita per accidens. Sed currens per ac¬ 
cidens continetur sub movente. 

24 Sciendum quod in exclusiva [B 82va] negativa predicatum 
removetur a subiecto et attribuitur cuilibet alii a subiecto. Ut in hac: 
4 tantum homo non currit 9 removetur currere ab homine et attribuitur 
cuilibet alii ab homine. Unde hec: 4 tantum homo non currit 9 exponitur sic: 
( homo non currit et quodlibet aliud ab homine currit 9 . 

25 Sed ex hoc oritur dubitatio an sequatur: 'nichil currit; igitur ali- 
quid currit \ Quod sic, videtur. Nam sequitur: 4 nichil currit i igitur non 
tantum homo currit 9 , et ultra: 4 igitur aliud ab homine currit 9 et ultra: 4 igitur 
aliquid currit 9 . Igitur a primo. Probatur quod hec consequentia est 
bona: 4 non tantum homo currit; igitur aliud ab homine [L 123vb] currit 9 . 
Nam sequitur: 4 non tantum homo currit; igitur tantum homo non currit 9 , et 
ultra: 4 igitur quodlibet aliud ab homine currit 9 , et ultra: 4 igitur aliud ab 
homine currit 9 . Igitur a primo. 

26 Huic dicitur quod non sequitur: 4 nichil currit; igitur aliquid currit 9 . 
Ad probationem dico quod non sequitur: 4 non tantum homo currit; igitur 
aliud ab homine currit 9 . Tunc ad probationem illius dico quod non se¬ 
quitur: 4 non tantum homo currit; igitur tantum homo non currit 9 . Unde 
sciendum quod hec: 4 non tantum homo currit 9 habet duas causas 
veritatis; aut quia nullus homo currit, aut quia aliud ab homine cur¬ 
rit. Ideo ibi est fallacia consequentis: 4 non tantum homo currit; igitur aliud 
ab homine currit 9 , quia sequitur econverso et non sic. 

27 Contra istud ostendo quod hec consequentia sit bona: 4 non 
tantum homo currit; igitur aliud ab homine currit 9 quia ex opposito conse¬ 
quentis infertur oppositum antecedentis. Sequitur enim: 4 nichil aliud 

23 semper] B om. L utrum] B ut videtur L descendere] LB ad per se supposita 
add. L et dico] B dicendum L supposita] L suppositum B supposita] L sup- 
positum B 

25 oritur...sequatur] L oriuntur duo si sequitur B probatur quod] L om. B est] L 
videtur B aliud ab homine] L aliquid B 

26 igitur aliud...tantum homo currit] L om. B 

27 ostendo quod] L ostenditur B sit bona] L om. B igitur homine currit] L& om. 
B quia est...est aliud ab homine] L om. B igitur] L om. B et ultra...non est homo] 
L c om. L et ultra...est homo B currit] L om. B 
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ab homine currit; igitur nullum currens est aliud ab homing ; et ultra: ‘ igitur 
nullum currens est non homo*, et ultra: ‘ igitur nullum currens non est homo*, et 
ultra: ‘ igitur omne currens est homo*, et ultra: ‘igitur tantum homo currit*. 

28 Item. Videtur quod sequitur: ‘ non tantum homo currit; igitur tantum 
homo non currit*, quia opposita eorum convertuntur vel sunt realiter 
eadem. Nam oppositum huius: ‘ tantum homo non currit* est istud: ‘ tan¬ 
tum homo currit*, et similiter oppositum huius: ‘non tantum homo currit \ 

29 Ad primum dico quod non sequitur: ‘nichil aliud ab homine currit; 
igitur tantum homo currit*. Ad probationem dico quod non sequitur: 
‘nullum currens est non-homo; igitur nullum currens non est homo*, quia hec 
est negativa: ‘nullum currens est non-homo*, et hec est affirmativa: ‘nullum 
currens non est homo*. 

30 Ad aliud dico quod ista non sunt eadem: ‘tantum homo non currit* 
et ‘non tantum homo currit* nec eorum opposita sunt eadem. Unde ista 
duo non contradicunt: ‘tantum homo currit* et ‘tantum homo non currit *. 
Sed opposita huius: ‘tantum homo non currit* est ista: ‘non tantum homo 
non currit* . Et hec habet duas causas veritatis: aut quia aliud ab 
homine non currit, aut quia nullus homo non currit. 

31 Et ideo notandum quod propositio habens multas causas 
veritatis convertitur cum illis acceptis sub disiunctione. Unde ista duo 
convertuntur: ‘non tantum homo non currit* et ‘aliud ab homine non currit vel 
omnis homo currit *. 

32 Sciendum quod quandocumque dictio exclusiva additur alicui 
subiecto distributo sub aliquo modo, multiplex est talis propositio ex 
eo quod potest fieri exclusio generalis vel specialis. Ut sic dicendo: 
‘tantum omnis homo currit* hie potest fieri exclusio generalis vel specialis. 

33 Si fiat exclusio generalis, tunc excludit opposita, quia tunc ex- 

28 sequitur] LB C non sequitur B non tantum] LB C tantum B quia] L om. 
B vel...eadem] L om. B oppositum] L opposita B oppositum] L op opposita 
B currit] LB est idem oppositum add. L 

29 igitur] L igitur igitur (!) B non est] L est non B quia...non homo] L& om. 
B est] L om. B 

30 eadem] LB nec eorum opposita non sunt eadem add. B tantum.. .sunt eadem] L 
non tantum homo currit et tantum homo non currit B Unde...non currit] B om. 
L opposita] L oppositum B ista] L istud B currit] LB preponendo negationem 
add. B nullus homo non] L omnis homo B 

31 Et ideo] L om. B duo] L c om. LB homo non] L non homo B 

32 quandocumque] L quando B subiecto distributo] distributo L subiecto B ex 
eo quod...specialis] B om. L sic dicendo] B om. L currit] LB ex eo quod potest fieri 
exclusio generalis vel specialis add. L hie...specialis] B om. L 

33 fiat exclusio] L om. B excludit] includit LB opposita] L omnia B excluditur] 
L& om. B omni] LB C om. B et] L om. B et] B om. L exponentis] B om. L ponit 
quod] L om. B et ideo] L quia B 
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cluditur generaliter quodlibet quod non est inclusum. Et ideo ex- 
ponitur sic: ‘ omnis homo currit et nichil aliud [B 82vb] ab omni homine cur¬ 
rit 1 . Et ideo infert ista duo: ‘ Sortes currit 1 et ‘ Sortes non currit . Ratione 
affirmative exponentis ponit istam: ‘ Sortes currit et ratione exponentis 
negative ponit quod Sortes non currit. Et ideo sequitur: ‘ nichil quod non 
est omnis homo currit; igitur Sortes non currit . 

34 Si autem fiat exclusio specialis, non excluditur quodlibet aliud 
ab incluso sed excluduntur specialiter species opposite sub isto modo 
'omnis 1 , Ideo hec: 'tantum omnis homo currit exponitur sic: ‘ omnis homo 
currit et non omnis bos currit nec omnis leo 1 . Et ideo cum ista: ‘ tantum omnis 
homo currit stat quod aliquis asinus currit, sed non stat quod omnis 
asinus currit. 

35 Contra istam distinctionem arguitur sic. Data hac responsione 
ista starent simul: ‘ tantum omnis homo est risibilis 9 et ‘ aliquis asinus est [L 
124ra] risibilis ’, quia per se tunc non excluduntur species opposite 
simpliciter sed solum sub isto modo 'omnis 1 . Sed quod ista duo non 
stant simul probo quia: Sequitur ‘ tantum omnis homo est risibilis; igitur 
omnis homo est risibilis 1 . Ex qua sequitur ‘ tantum risibile est homo 1 ; et 
ultra: ‘ igitur tantum risibile est risibile 1 , et ultra: 'igitur tantum homo est 
risibilis 1 . Igitur a primo: ‘tantum omnis homo est risibilis; igitur tantum 
homo est risibilis 1 . Et ultra: ‘igitur nullus asinus est risibilis que repugnat 
huic: ‘ aliquis asinus est risibilis 1 . 

36 Huic dico quod ista non stant simul: ‘ tantum omnis homo est 
risibilis 1 et ‘ aliquis asinus est risibilis 1 . Sed ista duo stant simul: ‘ tantum 
omnis homo currit 1 et 'aliquis asinus currit \ Sed quod ista non stant simul, 
non est ratione negative exponentis sed ratione affirmative exponen¬ 
tis, quia negative exponentes non stant simul sed solum affirmative. 
Sicut patet: ista duo <non> stant simul: 'asinus est risibilis 1 et 'non omnis 
asinus est risibilis et non omnis bos 1 etc. Verumtamen ista duo [non] stant 
simul: 'asinus est risibilis 1 et 'omnis asinus est risibilis 1 , ut patet per 
argumentum superius dictum. 
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37 Tu dicis quod, facta exclusione speciali, non excluduntur 
species opposite nisi sub isto modo sub quo accipitur inclusum. Igitur 
stat attributio predicati alicui speciei disparate. Dico quod ratione 
exponentis negative excluduntur species opposite solum sub isto modo 
‘ omnis’ sub quo accipitur inclusum, sed ratione affirmative exponentis 
excluduntur species opposite absolute. 

38 Alia distinctio est communis: 

Si excludatur totum integrale vel totum numerale, multiplex est 
propositio ex eo quod potest fieri exclusio gratia forme vel gratia 

materie. 

39 Si gratia forme, sic quelibet talis excludit opposita. Ut hie: ‘ tan - 
turn domus est alba’, ( tantum quatuor homines sunt hicintus’, quia tunc ex- 
cluditur quodlibet quod non participat formam inclusi. Et tunc ex- 
ponitur sic: ‘ domus est alba et nichil quod non est domus est album’, et ra¬ 
tione affirmative exponentis ponit ista quod aliqua pars domus sit 
alba, et ratione negative exponentis ponit quod nulla pars domus sit 
alba. 

40 Similiter ista: ‘ tantum quatuor homines sunt hicintus’ est 
distinguenda eadem distinctione: “si fiat exclusio gratia forme, tunc 
includit opposita”. Et tunc significat quod quatuor homines sunt 
hicintus et nulli alteri quam quatuor homines sunt hicintus [B 83ra] et 
ratione affirmative exponentis ponit quod quatuor homines sunt 
hicintus et ratione negative exponentis ponit quod duo homines non 
sunt hicintus. 

41 Si autem in talibus propositionibus fiat exclusio gratia materie, 
tunc tales propositiones sunt possibiles, ut ‘ tantum domus est alba’ et 
tunc debet sic exponi: ‘ domus est alba et nichil aliud a domo , vel preter 
domum, est album’ . Et hoc est possibile. Similiter hec: ‘ tantum quatuor 
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homines sunt hicintus*. Et tunc exponitur sic: 'quatuor homines sunt hicintus 
et non plura quam quatuor homines sunt hicintus *. 

42 Sciendum quod quando dictio exclusiva additur alicui com- 
posito ex substantia et accidente, multiplex est locutio ex eo quod 
potest fieri exclusio ratione unius partis vel ratione alterius partis vel 
ratione totius. Ut sic dicto: ‘ tantum homo albus currit *, hec est 
distinguenda ex eo quod potest exclusio fieri ratione hominis vel ra¬ 
tione [L 124rb] albi vel ratione huius totius homo albus. Si fiat exclusio 
ratione hominis tantum, tunc exponitur sic: ‘ homo albus currit et nullus bos 
albus currit* etc. Si fiat exclusio ratione albi, tunc sic exponitur: 'homo 
albus currit et nullus homo niger currit*. Si fiat exclusio ratione totius, tunc 
exponitur sic: ‘ homo albus currit et nichil aliud quam homo albus currit*. Sed 
exclusio ratione totius est modus excludendi potentissimus, in- 
telligendo quod exclusio non infert universalem de terminis 
transpositis nisi fiat exclusio ratione totius. 

43 Sciendum quod quandocumque additur dictio exclusiva dicto 
alicuius propositionis respectu veri vel falsi, possibilis vel impossibilis, 
distinguendum est ex eo quod potest fieri exclusio ratione verbi prin¬ 
cipalis vel verbi secundum quod ponitur in dicto. Ut ista: ‘ tantum 
hominem esse hominem est verum* est distinguenda ex eo quod potest fieri 
exclusio respectu huius verbi 'est* vel respectu huius verbi 'esse* . Si fiat 
exclusio respectu huius verbi 'est* , sic est falsa et est sensus: 'tantum 
hominem esse hominem est verum* , hocest: hoc dictum tantum est verum: 
'hominem esse hominem* . Si fiat exclusio respectu huius verbi 'esse* , sic 
est ulterius distinguendum secundum compositionem et divisionem; 
et in utroque sensu est verum. Sensus compositus est iste: 'tantum 
hominem esse hominem est verum* , hoc est: hec est vera: 'tantum homo est 
homo* . Sensus divisus est iste tantum hominem esse hominem est verum , 
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hocest: dictum hominem esse hominem est verum et nichil aliud quam 
hominem esse hominem est verum. 

44 Contra istam distinctionem arguitur quod hec sit falsa in omni 
sensu: ‘ tantum hominem esse hominem est verum' . Ostenditur. Nam se- 
quitur: 1 tantum hominem esse hominem est verum; igitur omne verum est 
hominem esse hominem. Igitur hoc verum Deum esse est hominem esse 
hominem. Sed consequens est falsum. Consequentia patet, quia ex- 
clusiva infert universalem de terminis transpositis, ut prius visum est. 
Et in hac 'tantum hominem esse hominem est verum' , hoc totum dictum 
hominem esse hominem est subiectum. 

45 Item. Sequitur: ‘ tantum hominem esse hominem est verum; igitur nichil 
aliud quam hominem esse hominem est verum' . Igitur Deum [B 83rb] esse non 
est verum. 

46 Ad primum dico quod accepta hac ut sit exclusio respectu huius 
verbi 'est', sic sequitur: ‘ tantum hominem esse hominem est verum; igitur 
omne verum est hominem esse hominem' . Et sic antecedens est falsum et 
consequens similiter. Si fiat exclusio respectu huius verbi 'esse' , sic 
non sequitur hec universalis, quia, facta exclusione tali, non est hec 
exclusiva. Et ideo non oportet quod inferat universalem de terminis 
transpositis. 

47 Ad aliud dico quod accepta hac ut vera: 'tantum hominem esse 
hominem est verum' , sequitur ista: 'nichil aliud quam hominem esse hominem 
est verum , ita quod iste sit sensus: hec est vera: 'nichil aliud quam homo 
est homo' . Et tunc dico quod non valet sillogismus factus, quia solum 
debet fieri suppositio sub eo quod distribuitur. Sed nichil aliud 
distribuitur nisi homo. Ideo est sic arguendum: nichil aliud quam 
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hominem esse hominem est verum; Deum esse est aliud quam hominem esse; 
igitur Deum esse hominem esse non est verum: Sicut, accepta hac in sensu 
composito: 1 omnem hominem currere est verum’, sic sillogizandum est: 
4 omnem hominem currere est verum; Sortes est homo; igitur (Sortem ) currere est 
verum’ , et non sic: 4 omnem hominem currere est verum; Sortem currere est 
hominem currere; igitur etc.’ 

48 Si arguatur contra responsionem prime rationis: in omni sensu 
videtur hec esse exclusiva: ‘ tantum hominem esse hominem est verum’, quia 
propositio dicitur exclusiva ab exclusione; igitur cum hie sit exclusio, 
in omni sensu videtur hec esse exclusiva, — dico quod propositio 
dicitur exclusiva ab exclusione que est respectu compositionis for- 
malis, sicut propositio dicitur negativa a negatione respectu nega¬ 
tions compositionis formalis. Verumtamen sicut propositio non 
dicitur negativa nisi neget compositionem formalem, sic nec pro¬ 
positio dicitur exclusiva nisi exclusio excludat respectu compositionis 
formalis. [L 124rb] Sed, facta exclusione respectu huius verbi ‘esse 9 , 
solum fit exclusio respectu compositionis materialis. Et ideo in illo 
sensu non erit exclusiva. 


< Dubitatio > 

49 Dubitatur circa exclusivas utrum exclusiva inferat negativam 
exponentem. Quod non, videtur. Ut supposito quod Sortes sciat 
septem artes et Plato quatuor et Cicero tres, ita quod nullus alius sciat 
septem artes nisi solummodo Sortes, tunc hec est vera: 4 tantum Sortes 
scit septem artes’; hec tamen est falsa: ‘nulli alii quam Sortes sciunt septem 
artes’, quia Plato et Cicero sciunt septem artes. 

50 Item. Supposito quod omnis homo sit albus et quod omnis 
homo videat album et nigrum, tunc hec est vera: 4 tantum videns sibi 
simile est homo’ , quia sequitur ex hac 4 omnis homo videt sibi simile’ . Et 
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tamen hec est falsa: ‘ nichil aliud quam videns sibi simile est homo', quia ex 
hoc sequitur quod nullus videns sibi [B 83va] dissimile sit homo. 
Igitur non sequitur: "tantum videns sibi simile est homo; igitur nichil aliud 
quam videns sibi simile est homo '. 

51 Item. Supposito quod quilibet homo videat se tantum, tunc hec 
est vera: ‘ tantum Sortes videt se' , quia tantum Sortes videt Sortem; igitur 
tantum Sortes videt se. Hec tamen est falsa: * nichil aliud quam Sortes 
videt se' , quia sua opposita est vera: 4 aliud quam Sortes videt se '. 

52 Item. Non sequitur: ‘ tantum commune est commune; igitur nichil 
aliud quam commune est commune' , quia antecedens est verum et conse- 
quens falsum. Falsitas consequentis patet, quia sua opposita est vera: 

4 aliud quam commune est commune' , quia aliud quam commune predicatur de 
pluribus, cum hec sit vera: ‘ Sortes est aliud quam commune' et hec 
similiter: *Plato est aliud quam commune '. 

53 Ad oppositum. Exclusio denotat predicatum removeri a 
quolibet alio ab incluso. Et hoc denotatur per negativam exponentem. 
Igitur negativa exponens sequitur ad exclusivam. 

54 Ad questionem dicendum quod sic, quia exclusio denotat 
predicatum precise inesse subiecto. Et si predicatum precise insit 
subiecto, non inest alii a subiecto. Sequitur igitur per exclusivam 
remotio predicati a quolibet alio a subiecto. Et hoc significatur per 
negativam exponentem. Igitur etc. 

55 Ad primam rationem dicendum quod supposito quod Sortes 
sciat septem artes et Plato quatuor et Cicero tres, hec est vera: ‘ tantum 
Sortes scit septem artes' et hec similiter: 4 nichil aliud quam Sortes scit septem 
artes' . Sed hec est falsa: "nulli alii a Sorte sciunt septem artes' ; nec est hec 
negativa exponens alterius. Unde dico quod ista duo stant simul: 

‘ tantum Sortes scit septem artes' et "alii a Sorte sciunt septem artes' . Ista tamen 
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non stant simul: ‘ tantum Sortes scit septem artes* et 'aliud quam Sortes scit 
septem artes*. 

56 Contra. Igitur ista starent simul: ‘ tantum Sortes currit* et ‘ Plato et 
Cicero currunt* , sicut ex ista parte ista stant simul: ‘ tantum Sortes scit 
septem artes* et ‘ Plato et Cicero sciunt septem artes*. 

57 Ad aliud dico quod ista stant simul: 'tantum Sortes scit septem artes* 
et ‘ Plato et Cicero etc/; ista tamen duo non stant simul: ‘ tantum Sortes 
currit* et ‘ Plato et Cicero currunt*. Cuius ratio est quia ad hoc quod Plato 
et Cicero currant oportet quod Cicero currat et Plato similiter, quia 
currere non potest inesse duobus coniunctim ita quod neuter divisim, 
sed hoc quod dico scire septem artes habet tales partes quod potest inesse 
duobus coniunctim, ita quod nulli divisim. 

58 Ad aliud dico quod supposito quod omnis homo sit albus et 
quod omnis homo [B 83vb] videat album et nigrum, hec est vera: 
‘ tantum videns sibi simile est homo* . [L 124vb] Et ex hac sequitur: ‘ nichil 
aliud quam videns sibi simile est homo* . Sed ex hac non sequitur quod 
videns sibi dissimile non sit homo. Pro quo sciendum quod, incluso 
aliquo, nichil excluditur de quo possibiliter dicitur inclusum. Sed hec 
est possibilis: ‘ videns sibi simile est videns sibi dissimile* et econverso. 
Unde ista duo stant simul: ‘ tantum videns sibi simile est homo* et ‘ videns 
sibi dissimile est homo* . Sicut ista duo stant simul: ‘ omnis homo videt sibi 
simile* et ‘ omnis homo videt sibi dissimile *. 

59 Ad aliud dicitur per unam viam quod hec est vera: ‘ tantum Sortes 
videt se*, supposito quod quilibet homo videat se tantum. Sed ex hac 
non sequitur quod nichil aliud a Sorte videt se secundum quod li 'se* 
aliud refert in exclusiva et in negativa exponente: in exclusiva li 'se* 
refert Sortem, sed in negativa exponente refert aliud a Sorte. Ideo 
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ista: ‘ tantum Sortes videt se exponitur sic: 'Sortes videt se et nichil aliud a 
Sorte videt Sortem . 

60 Ad aliud concedendum quod hec sit vera: ‘ tantum commune est 
commune et sua negativa exponens similiter: 'nichil aliudquam commune 
est commune' . Et sua opposita est falsa: 'aliud quam commune est commune ', 
ista tamen est vera: ‘ aliud a communi est commune' , quia hoc subiectum 
i aliud a communi' potest supponere pro intentione. Sed ista duo non 
opponuntur: ‘ aliud a communi est commune' et 'nichil aliud a communi est 
commune' , sicut nec iste due: 'homo est species' et 'nullus homo est species'. 

{De suppositione terminorum in exclusiva ) 

61 Circa suppositionem terminorum in exclusivis est sciendum 
quod subiectum in exclusiva stat confuse tantum. Ut in hac: 'tantum 
homo currit' iste terminus 'homo' stat confuse tantum, quia non con- 
tingit descendere disiunctive nec copulative. Non enim sequitur: 'tan¬ 
tum homo currit; igitur tantum iste homo currit , et iste homo' , quia supposito 
quod omnis homo currat et nichil aliud ab homine currat, tunc hec est 
vera: 'tantum homo currit' , hec tamen est falsa: 'tantum iste homo currit vel 
tantum iste homo currit' . Et ideo stat confuse tantum, quia terminus stat 
confuse tantum quando non contingit descendere copulative nec dis¬ 
iunctive sub eo. 

62 Similiter patet quod subiectum in exclusiva stat confuse tan¬ 
tum, quia in conversionibus termini eodem modo supponunt. Sed 
universalis et exclusiva de terminis transpositis convertuntur. Ideo 
sicut predicatum in universali supponit, sic debet subiectum in ex¬ 
clusiva supponere. Sed predicatum in universali supponit confuse 
tantum. Ideo subiectum in exclusiva supponit confuse tantum. 

63 Ex [B 84ra] hoc patet quod subiectum in opposito exclusive 
supponit confuse et distributive, quia in contradictoriis termini op- 
positos modos supponendi habent, ita quod terminus supponens con¬ 
fuse tantum in uno oppositorum stat confuse et distributive in reliquo. 
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Unde bene sequitur: ‘ non tantum homo currit; igitur non tantum iste homo 
currit ’. 

64 Similiter in exclusiva predicatum stat confuse et distributive. 
Verumtamen est [L 125ra] distinguendum de exclusiva, quia aut fit 
exclusio respectu actus affirmati aut respectu actus negati. Si affir- 
mati, tunc predicatum supponit confuse et distributive. Ut in hac: 
‘ tantum homo est animal; igitur tantum homo est asinus'. Sequitur enim: 
* tantum homo est animal; igitur omne animal est homo'; et ultra: ‘ igitur omnis 
asinus est homo', et ultra: ‘ igitur tantum homo est asinus'. Igitur a primo. 
Ita patet quod predicatum stat confuse et distributive. Ideo in sua 
opposita stat particulariter. Sicut in hac: ‘ non tantum homo est animal' 
iste terminus ‘ animal' stat particulariter, quia potest inferri ex ilia 
singulariter, quia sequitur: ‘ non tantum homo est animal; igitur non tantum 
homo est hoc animal '. 

65 Sed de exclusiva cuius preiacens est negativa est sciendum quod 
subiectum stat confuse tantum et predicatum confuse et distributive 
immobiliter. Ut patet. In hac: 1 tantum homo non est non-homo' subiectum 
stat confuse tantum et predicatum confuse et distributive immobiliter. 
Quod patet sic. Stare confuse et distributive immobiliter est stare pro 
quolibet sui singulari, ita quod ad nullum inferius contingit 
descendere sub predicato nec supra predicatum ascendere. Ut in hac: 

‘tantum homo non est non-homo' . Non enim sequitur: ‘ tantum homo non est 
non-homo; igitur tantum homo non est asinus \ Nec sequitur: ‘ tantum homo 
non est non-homo; igitur tantum homo non est ens'. Nam antecedens est 
verum et consequens est falsum, quia ex consequenti sequitur quod 
homo non est ens. 

66 Circa suppositionem predicati in exclusiva affirmativa est 
dubitatio utrum predicatum in exclusiva affirmativa supponat 
mobiliter. Quod non, videtur. Nam si sic, sequeretur: ‘ tantum Sortes 
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videt animal; igitur tantum Sortes videt asinum'. Sed antecedens est verum, 
posito casu possibili, et consequens falsum. Ut posito quod nullum 
animal videatur nisi a Sorte et quod Sortes non videat nisi bovem ita 
quod nullum asinum, hec est vera: 1 tantum Sortes videt animal' > hec 
tamen est falsa ‘ tantum Sortes videt asinum' , quia ex hac sequeretur quod 
Sortes videret asinum; quod est contra casum. 

67 Item. Sequitur: l tantum Sortes videt omnem hominem; igitur tantum 
Sortes videt Platonem' , quia in hac: ‘ tantum Sortes videt omnem hominem 9 li 
‘ hominem' stat confuse et distributive; igitur sub eo contingit 
descendere. 

68 Sed quod hec consequentia non valeat ostenditur. Nam: Posito 
quod quilibet homo alius a Sorte videat se tantum et quod Sortes 
videat omnem hominem et quod nullus alius videat omnem 
hominem, hec est vera: ‘ tantum Sortes videt omnem [B 84rb] hominem ', 
sed hec est falsa: ‘ tantum Sortes videt Platonem' , quia ex hac sequitur 
quod Plato non videret Platonem. 

69 Item. Si exclusio in subiecto confunderet predicatum confuse et 
distributive, hoc non esset nisi per virtutem alietatis importate per 
exclusionem. Sed ratione illius non confundit predicatum, quia tunc 
alietas posset confundere predicatum. Sed hoc est falsum, quia tunc 
sequeretur: ‘ aliud ab homine est animal; igitur aliud ab homine est homo '. 
Sed hec consequentia non valet, quia antecedens est verum et conse¬ 
quens falsum. Falsitas consequentis patet, quia sequitur: ‘ aliud ab 
homine est homo; igitur homo est aliud ab homine' , et ultra: ‘ igitur homo non 
est homo'. 

70 Ad oppositum. Universalis et exclusiva de terminis transpositis 
convertuntur. Sed in universali subiectum stat confuse et distributive. 
Igitur [L 125rb] predicatum in exclusiva. 

71 Ad questionem dicendum quod in exclusiva affirmativa 
predicatum stat confuse et distributive pro suo per se supposito, ita 
quod ad quodlibet per se suppositum predicati contingit descendere. 
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Et pro ratione in oppositum dicendum est quod ad suppositum per 
accidens non contingit descendere, quia non sequitur ‘ tantum animal est 
homo; igitur tantum animal est homo albus\ quia antecedens est 
necessarium et consequens contingens. Et ratio quare non contingit 
descendere sub predicato ad suppositum per accidens est quia in 
universali non contingit descendere ad suppositum per accidens. Non 
enim sequitur: ‘ omnis homo est animal: igitur omnis homo albus est animaV . 

72 Ad rationem primam dico quod non sequitur ‘ tantum Sortes videt 
animal; igitur tantum Sortes videt asinum\ Cuius ratio est quia in hac: 
4 tantum Sortes videt animal 9 hoc totum: ‘ videt animal ’ est predicatum, et in 
hac: ‘ tantum Sortes videt asinum 9 hoc totum: 4 videns asinum ’ est 
predicatum; sed videns asinum est inferius per accidens ad videns animal . 

73 Tu dicis quod asinus per se continetur sub animali\ igitur conse¬ 
quent^ bona. Dico quod non sequitur, etsi asinus per se continetur 
sub animali. Tamen videns asinum per accidens continetur sub hoc 
communi quod est videns animal. 

74l Contra istud probo hanc consequentiam: ‘ tantum Sortes videt 
animal; igitur tantum Sortes videt asinum quia sequitur: ‘ tantum Sortes est 
videns animal; igitur omne videns animal est Sortes et ultra: ‘ igitur omne 
videns asinum est Sortes quia hie arguitur a superiori per accidens cum 
distributione ad inferius. Igitur a primo ad ultimum. Huic dico quod 
non sequitur. 

75 Ad aliam rationem dico quod non sequitur: ‘ tantum Sortes videt 
omnem hominem; igitur tantum Sortes videt Platonem' . Et in hac: 4 tantum 
Sortes videt omnem hominem 9 stat iste terminus ‘ homo 9 confuse tantum, 
quia per regulam communem: quicquid immobilitat mobilitatum, 
mobilitat immobilitatum. Sed dictio exclusiva addita subiecto 
mobilitat predicatum prius stans immobiliter. Ideo immobilitat 
predicatum quod prius stetit mobilitatum. 
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76 Contra. Probo hanc consequentiam: 'tantum Sortes videt omnem 
hominem; igitur tantum Sortes videt Platonem 9 . Nam sequitur: ‘ tantum Sortes 
videt omnem hominem; [B 84va] igitur omne videns omnem hominem est 
Sortes 9 ; et ultra: ‘ igitur omne videns Platonem est Sortes 9 , quia sequitur sine 
distributione; nam esse videns omnem hominem est Sortes; et ultra: 
'igitur omne videns Platonem est Sortes 9 ; et ultra: ‘ igitur tantum Sortes videt 
Platonem 9 . Igitur a primo etc. 

77 Huic dico quod consequentia non valet 'omne videns omnem 
hominem est Sortes; igitur omne videns Platonem est Sortes 9 , quia sequitur 
sine distributione: 'videns omnem hominem est Sortes; igitur videns Platonem 
est Sortes 9 , et non econverso. Ideo, addita distributione eodem ordine, 
est fallacia consequentis arguendo ab inferiori ad superius cum 
distributione. 

78 Ad principale dico quod predicatum in exclusiva stat mobiliter, 
et hoc non est virtute alietatis importate per exclusionem sed virtute 
negationis alietatis. Sicut patet: si dicatur 'tantum homo est animal 9 , ex- 
ponens negativa est: 'nichil aliud ab homine est animal 9 , et in hac 
predicatum stat confuse et distributive, et hoc non virtute alietatis sed 
virtute negationis alietatis, quia in negativa exponente cuiuslibet ex¬ 
clusive est alietas circa subiectum. 

(Dubitatio) 

79 Ideo potest dubitare an hec dictio 'aliud 9 habeat naturam con- 
fundendi terminum immediate ei sequentem confuse et distributive. 
Quod non, videtur, quia si sic, hec consequentia esset bona: 'omne 
animal est homo; ergo nichil aliud ab animali est homo 9 ; que consequentia 
non videtur esse formalis. Nam non sequitur: 'omne animal est asinus; 
igitur nichil aliud ab animali est asinus 9 . 

80 Probo quod hec consequentia valeat, dato quod hec dictio 
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4 aliudl' confundat quia: Ex opposito consequentis sequitur oppositum 
antecedentis. Nam sequitur: 4 aliud ab animali est homo; igitur aliud ab [L 
125va] homine est homo'; et ultra: 1 igitur homo est aliud ab homine', et 
ultra: * igitur animal est aliud ab homine' , et ultra: ‘ igitur animal non est 
homo' . Igitur a primo sequitur: 4 aliud ab animali est homo; igitur animal 
non est homo' . Et tunc ex opposito consequentis infertur oppositum 
antecedentis. Et tunc est ista consequentia bona: 'omne animal est homo; 
igitur nichil aliud ab animali est homo'. 

81 Item. Si sic, sequeretur: 'Sortes est aliud ab homine; igitur Sortes est 
aliud a Sorte' . Et tunc in hac: ‘ Sortes est aliud ab homine' li 4 homine' staret 
confuse et distributive. Sed a termino stante confuse et distributive 
potest fieri exceptio. Igitur hec exceptio esset propria: ‘ Sortes est aliud 
ab homine preterquam a Sorte '. 

82 Ad oppositum. Sequitur 'tantum Sortes currit; igitur tantum homo 
currit' . Igitur negativa exponens antecedentis infert negativam ex- 
ponentem consequentis. Igitur sequitur: 4 nichil aliud a Sorte currit; igitur 
nichil aliud ab homine currit' . Igitur ex opposito sequitur oppositum: 

4 aliud ab homine currit; ergo aliud a Sorte currit '. 

83 Item. Ad diversitatem prioris sequitur diversitas posterioris. 
Sed hec dictio 4 aliud' importat diversitatem. Igitur sequitur: 4 Sortes est 
aliud ab homine; igitur est aliud a Sorte '. 

84 Ad questionem dico quod hec dictio 4 aliud' habet duplicem vir- 
tutem, scilicet mobilitandi immobilitatum et immobilitandi 
mobilitatum. Sequitur enim: 4 Sortes est aliud ab homine; igitur Sortes est 
aliud a Sorte' . Sed non sequitur: 4 Sortes est aliud ab omni homine; igitur est 
aliud a Sorte' , sed est fallacia consequentis, quia hec: 4 Sortes est aliud ab 
omni homine' valet hanc: 4 Sortes non est idem omni homini ', et hec valet 
hanc: 4 Sortes alicui homini non est idem '. Sed hec: 4 Sortes est aliud a Sorte' 
valet istam: [B 84vb]‘ Sortes non est idem Sorti' , immo hie est fallacia 
consequentis: 4 Sortes alicui homini non est idem; igitur Sortes non est idem 
Sorti '. 

85 Ad primum argumentum dico quod bene sequitur: 4 omne animal 

81 sic] L om. B homine] B homo L staret] B stat L exceptio esset] L exceptiva 
est B 

82 consequentis igitur] consequentis B igitur L currit] L om. B 

83 diversitatem] L differentiam B diversitas] L differentia B hec dictio] L om. 
B diversitatem] L differentiam B 

84 questionem dico] L istud dicendum B duplicem...scilicet] L virtutem B sed] 
B quia L immo...idem Sorti] B om. L consequentis] B quia hec sortes est aliud ab 
homine add. B delevit B c 

85 primum argumentum] B primam (!) L dico] L dicendum B hoc] L hec 
B unde] B tamen L album] L animal album B 


48 



est homo; igitur nichil aliud ab animali est homo'. Sed hoc est gratia 
materie. Unde non sequitur: 'omne animal est album; igitur nichil aliud ab 
animali est album '. 

86 Pro quo sciendum est quod 

quandocumque predicatur inferius de suo superiori universaliter 
aut convertibile de convertibili suo, affirmativa universalis infert 
universalem negativam in qua predicatum removetur a quolibet 

alio a subiecto. 

Unde bene sequitur: ‘omne animal est homo; igitur nichil aliud ab animali 
est homo' . Similiter sequitur: 4 omnis homo est risibilis; igitur nichil aliud ab 
homine est risibile' . Tamen non sequitur: 1 omnis homo est animal; igitur 
nichil aliud ab homine est animal' . Nec etiam sequitur: 4 omnis homo est 
albus; igitur nichil aliud ab homine est album'. Nec potest ista consequentia 
tali modo ostendi sicut alia consequentia est ostensa. 

87 Ad aliud dico quod in ista: 4 Sortes est aliud ab homine' stat iste 
terminus 4 homo' universaliter, ita quod sequitur: 4 Sortes est aliud ab 
homine; igitur Sortes est aliud a Sorte' . Ad argumentum in contrarium 
dico quod hec non est propria: 4 Sortes est aliud ab homine preterquam a 
Sorte' . Nec a quolibet termino stante universaliter potest fieri exceptio. 
Sed oportet quod stat universaliter ratione negationis libere vel ra- 
tione actus distributionis. 

88 Dubitatur nunc quare talis propositio 4 tantum homo currit' dicatur 
magis exclusiva quam inclusiva, cum in omni tali propositione sit 
aliquid inclusum et opposita illius excludantur; quare magis tunc 
denotatur ab exclusiva quam ab inclusiva. Dico quod hoc est quia hec 
dictio 4 tantum' de suo officio solum importat exclusionem sive remo- 
tionem predicati ab aliis ab incluso, sed non attribuit predicatum 
subiecto. Unde hec: 4 tantum homo currit' exponitur sic: 4 homo currit et 
nichil aliud ab homine currit'. Unam [L 125vb] exponentem habet ra¬ 
tione dictionis exclusive, ut istam: 4 nichil aliud ab homine currit' ; sed 

86 predicatur] L om. B suo] B om. L universaliter] uniformiter B om. L aut] L 
vel B suo] B om. L affirmativa] alia (!) B om. L universalem] L B omnis homo 
est risibilis] L omne risibile est homo B etiam] B om. L homine] L omni homine 
B tali modo] L om. B alia...ostensa] L erit (!) alia consequentia B 

87 quod in ista...in contrarium dico] L om. B homine] L omni homine B prius 
ratione] L respectu B negationis...distributionis] B distributionis vel ratione 
negativis libere L 

88 nunc] B om. L cum...inclusiva] L om. B solum] B om. L predicati] L om. 
B ab] L C B om. L non] B om. L attribuit] L attribuitur B unam...habet] unam 
exponentem L et hoc est B habet] L habetur B istam] ista LB habet ratione] 
habetur ratione B habet rationem L homo currit] L subiecto B 


49 



istam: ‘ homo currit' habetur ratione preiacentis, quoniam hec est 
preiacens: ‘ homo currit '. 

{De conversione exclusivarum > 

89 Circa conversionem exclusivarum potest dubitari an aliqua 
exclusiva habeat converti. Dico quod exclusiva proprie non habet 
converti, quia conversio principaliter ordinatur ad sillogismum, sed 
exclusiva non est sillogizabilis. Verumtamen si velimus convertere 
tales propositiones, debent converti in universales de terminis 
transpositis. Ut ista: ( tantum homo currit' habet sic converti: 'omne cur - 
rens est homo'\ et hec est conversio per accidens, quia mutatur quan- 
titas, nam prima est indefinita, secunda est universalis. 

90 Tu dicis: in conversione per accidens non est mutua conse¬ 
quents. Dico quod aliquando est mutua consequentia in conversione 
per accidens. Sicut patet in ista: Sortes est homo' convertitur sic: 'igitur 
homo est Sortes' . Et hec est conversio per accidens. Et tamen sequitur sic 
et econverso. 

De hac dictione ‘ tantum hec dicta sufficiant. 

{De hac dictione 'solus') 

91 Sciendum quod hec dictio 'solus' convenit in significatione cum 
hac dictione 'tantum' . Sed quia hec dictio 'solus' nomini semper ad- 
ditur substantivo, ideo t excipiendo actum a nomine vel passionem ab 
opposito nominis, quia eius officium est ex re passivi f; idem enim 
significat quod 'non cum alio' , sicut dicitur a Prisciano. 1 Ex quibus 
manifestum est quod non valet hec: 

'tu das unum solum denarium 
et non hates unum solum denarium 
igitur das quod non hates ', 

sed commutatur ad aliquid in quid , immo debet sic concludere: 

'igitur das ut non hates '. 
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92 [B 85ra] ‘ Solus’ differt a signo precedenti eoquod per hanc dic- 
tionem ‘ tantum’ maior precisio importatur quam per hanc dictionem 
‘ solus’. Sicut patet, si eorum significationes exponantur in aliquo alio 
ydiomate; sicut hie: ‘solum’: soulement , ‘tanturn’: tantsoulement. Et in alio 
differunt eoquod hec dictio ‘ tantum’ potest indifferenter addi 
adiectivo vel substantivo, sed hec dictio ‘solus’ solum substantivo. 
Ideo, quia in significatione et officio conveniunt, regule date de hoc 
dictione ‘ tantum’ sunt hie supponende. 

93 Circa officum huius dictionis ‘solus’ est sciendum quod 

quandocumque in aliqua oratione sunt duo signa officialia vel 
idem bis sumptum, distinguenda est oratio ex eo quod una dictio 

potest includere aliam vel econverso. 

94 Sicut patet in hoc sophismate. Sit ita quod quilibet homo alius a 
Sorte videat seipsum tantum et quod Sortes videat omnem hominem. 
Queritur de hoc sophismate: SOLUS SORTES VIDET OMNEM 
HOMINEM. Probatur sic. Sortes videt omnem hominem. Et nichil 
aliud a Sorte videt omnem hominem. Igitur sophisma verum. Im- 
probatur sic. Sequitur: ‘sophisma est verum; igitur solus Sortes videt 
Platonem’ . Consequens falsum; igitur antecedens. 

95 Ad sophisma dico quod hec est distinguenda: ‘solus Sortes videt 
omnem hominem’ ex eo quod hec dictio ‘ solus’ potest includere hoc 
signum ‘omnis’ vel ab eo includi. Si includat hoc signum ‘omnis’ , sic [L 
126ra] vera est et tunc immobilitatur distributio importata per hoc 
signum ‘omnis’. Et tunc non sequitur: ‘ solus Sortes videt omnem hominem; 
igitur solus Sortes videt Platonem’ , sed hie est fallacia consequentis inter 
negativas exponentes, sic: ‘nichil aliud a Sorte videt omnem hominem; igitur 
nichil aliud a Sorte videt Platonem’ , quia sequitur affirmative: ‘aliud a Sorte 
videt omnem hominem; igitur aliud a Sorte videt Platonem’ ; et non econverso. 
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96 Si autem distributio importata includit exclusionem, sic est 
falsa; et tunc est iste sensus: omnis homo videt solum Sortem , quia ex hoc 
sequitur quod Platonem videt solus Sortes. Et rationes procedunt in 
suis viis. 


< Dubitatio ) 

97 Dubitatio est quam multiplicitatem operatur dicta distinctio. 
Potest dici quod est fallacia figure dictionis ex eo quod provenit ex 
diverso modo supponendi, quia secundum quod li ‘ solus* includit hoc 
signum ‘omnis’, iste terminus ‘homo’ stat immobiliter. Sed secundum 
quod li ‘omnis’ includit li ‘solus’ , sic li ‘hominem’ stat mobiliter. 

98 Preterea. Potest dici quod ista distinctio operatur fallaciam 
amphibologie ex eo quod provenit ex diversa constructione. 

99 Per hanc distinctionem solvitur hoc sophisma. Sit ita quod 
quilibet homo alius a Sorte videat seipsum tantum [B 85rb] et quod 
Sortes videat se et omnem alium hominem. Tunc proponitur hoc 
sophisma: A SOLO SORTE VIDETUR SOLUS SORTES. Pro- 
batur sic. Utraque exponens istius exclusive est vera, scilicet ‘a Sorte 
videtur solus Sortes’ et ‘a nullo alio a Sorte videtur solus Sortes’ . Igitur ex- 
clusiva vera. Improbatur sic. A solo Sorte videtur solus Sortes. Igitur 
solus Sortes videt solum Sortem. Consequens falsum; igitur 
antecedens. <Falsitas consequentis patet) quia ex consequente se¬ 
quitur quod Sortes videt solum Sortem; sed hec est falsa, quoniam 
Sortes videt alium a Sorte; igitur non videt solum Sortem. 

100 Ad istud est dicendum quod hec est distinguenda: ‘a solo Sorte 
videtur solus Sortes’ ex eo quod li ‘solus’ potest includere li ‘solo’, vel 
econverso. Si li ‘solus’ includat li ‘solo’ , sic est falsa; et est sensus: ‘solus 

96 importata] L om. B tunc est iste] L est B quia...sortes] L om. B Et rationes] 
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Sortes videtur a solo Sorte’ et tunc est altera exponens falsa. Si li ‘solo’ 
includat li ‘solus’, tunc est vera; et est sensus: a solo Sorte videtur solus 
Sortes et a nullo alio a Sorte videtur solus Sortes. Et est affirmativa exponens: 
‘a solo Sorte videtur solus Sortes ’. 

101 Unde sciendum quod 

si sunt due exclusiones in aliqua propositione, semper ilia exclusio 
que includit aliam debet exponi, et alia non. 

102 Contra illud probo quod hec sit falsa: ‘solus Sortes videtur a solo 
Sorte’ , quia sequitur: ‘igitur solus Sortes videt solum Sortem’ . Consequens 
falsum, quia ex consequente sequitur quod [solus] Sortes videt solum 
Sortem, que est falsa. Ista consequentia patet, quia omnis passiva in- 
fert suam activam. 

103 Huic dico quod hec consequentia non valet. Ad probationem 
dico quod activa correspondens huic passive: ‘solus Sortes videtur a solo 
Sorte’ est ista: ‘solum Sortem videt solus Sortes’ et non ista: ‘solus Sortes videt 
solum Sortem’. 


(Dubitatio) 

104 Circa hanc dictionem ‘solus’ est dubitatio [L 126rb] quando 
ponitur in predicato an removeat opposita predicati a subiecto. Sit 
igitur illud sophisma: SORTES DIFFERT A SOLO PLATONE. 
Quod probatur sic. Sortes differt a Platone. Igitur Sortes differt a solo 
Platone. Antecedens est verum; igitur et consequens. Consequentia 
patet, quia ad differentiam superioris sequitur differentia inferioris et 
Plato est superius ad solum Platonem. Igitur sequitur: ‘Sortes differt a 
Platone; igitur Sortes differt a solo Platone ’. 

105 Sed contra. Sortes differt a solo Platone. Igitur non differt ab 

101 in...semper] L om. B non] LB debet exponi add. B 

102 illud] L om. B hec] B om. L sequitur] LB sophisma add. L sortes] B sortes 
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alio a Platone. Et ultra: ‘igitur differt a nullo alio a Platone 9 . Et ultra: 
4 igitur est idem cuilibet alii a Platone 9 . Per hoc potest probari quod Sortes 
sit omnis homo, quia (sequitur); ‘ Sortes differt a Platone; igitur differt a 
solo Platone *; ex qua sequitur quod Sortes non differt a Cicerone; et 
ultra: 4 igitur Sortes est Cicero 9 . Et eadem ratione est alius homo. 

106 Ad sophisma dico quod hec est distinguenda: 4 Sortes differt a solo 
Platone 9 ex eo quod [B 85va] li l a solo Platone 9 potest precedere hoc 
verbum 4 differt 9 vel subsequi. Si precedat, sic est falsa; et est sensus: 
Sortes a solo Platone differt. Si subsequatur, sic est vera; et est sensus: 
4 Sortes differt ab eo quod est solus Plato 9 ; et tunc exponitur sic: Sortes differt a 
Platone et Sortes differt ab eo quod non est aliud quam Plato. Et hoc est verum. 

107 Ad probationem dico quod si li 4 a solo Platone 9 subsequatur li 
4 differt 9 et construatur a parte post, sic bene sequitur: 4 Sortes differt a 
Platone; igitur Sortes differt a solo Platone 9 . Sed si construatur a parte ante, 
sic non sequitur: 4 Sortes differt a Platone; igitur Sortes differt a solo Platone 9 , 
sed ‘a solo Platone differt 9 . 

108 Ad improbationem dico quod non sequitur 4 Sortes differt a solo 
Platone; igitur non differt ab alio a Platone 9 , secundum quod li l a solo 
Platone 9 potest construi a parte post. Sed sequitur: 4 Sortes differt a solo 
Platone; igitur Sortes differt ab eo quod non est aliud quam Plato 9 . Ex quo non 
sequitur quod Sortes non differt a Cicerone. 

EXPLICIUNT EXCLUSIVE MAGISTRI W. DE BURLEYE 
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Vivarium XXIII, 1 (1985) 


Buridan on Mathematics* 


J. M. THIJSSEN 


Introduction 

A historical review of fourteenth century philosophy shows that dur¬ 
ing that century two rather important developments took place in the 
treatment of various topics in natural philosophy. One development, 
headed by Thomas Bradwardine (1295-1349) at Merton College (Ox¬ 
ford) began to use mathematical arguments when dealing with sub¬ 
jects of natural philosophy in order to gain a better understanding of 
them. The other championed by John Buridan (1300-after 1358) and 
his Parisian School set out to apply semantic analyses, known as “the 
language of supposition”, to such subjects. 1 

Such traditional black-and-white presentation of these develop¬ 
ments could give the impression, that Buridan completely ignored 
mathematics. Buridan’s 'Physical however, contains a number of in¬ 
teresting passages in which the author displays a very specific view on 
mathematics that perhaps explains why one does not find mathe¬ 
matical arguments in the further course of his natural philosophy. 

This article is an investigation of all the passages in Buridan’s Ques- 
tiones on Aristotle’s Physics where there is mention of geometry and 
arithmetic, the two most important themes of medieval mathematics. 
My discussion is divided into two parts. First I will deal with Book VI 


* I want to acknowledge my debt to Prof. dr. H. A. G. Braakhuis, drs. C. H. 
Kneepkens and dr. P. M. J. E. Tummers for their helpful comments on the first ver¬ 
sion of this article. I also want to thank H. H. Thijssen for rendering the English 
translation from the original Dutch edition. 

1 This last expression is from Murdoch (1975) 287-88. It refers to the application of 
the supposition-theory to problems of natural philosophy, and even more generally to 
the application of all proprietates terminorum. A well known example of a semantic 
analysis, made by other means than the supposition-theory is the distinction, made by 
some 14th century philosophers, between the categorematical and syncategorematical 
use of the term ‘infinitum’ when dealing with the problem (from natural philosophy) 
of the infinitum and the continuum. I refer to Braakhuis (1979) for a further explana¬ 
tion of syncategoreumata. 
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q. 1 and 2, and Book I q. 5, containing Buridan’s view on geometry. 
Secondly I willl discuss Book III q. 17, where Buridan makes his 
remarks on arithmetic. Also included is some background information 
as to Buridan’s supposition theory, especially as to the meaning of the 
term ‘ de virtute sermonis' . Finally I shall briefly discuss a passage of 
Buridan’s Metaphysics VI q. 2 on the division of science. 

Buridan on geometry 

Buridan’s dealings with geometry should be seen in the light of the 
fourteenth century discussion on the structure of the continuum, a 
discussion which, in general lines, followed the Aristotelian way of 
thinking. 2 Since Aristotle had raised the question of the structure of 
the continuum in his Physica VI, the following generations considered 
it as a matter of fact, that the question belonged there; in other words 
it was a subject of natural philosophy. 

However it must be said that in the fourteenth century debate one 
also comes across non-Aristotelian elements, as for example the 
mathematical arguments against the view that held that continua are 
composed of indivisibilia . 3 These arguments were to prove the incom¬ 
patibility of the atomistic standpoint—holding that continua are com¬ 
posed of ultimately indivisibile parts—and geometry. The way the 
argument went, was as follows: the assumption that continua are com¬ 
posed of indivisibilia renders a number of geometrical theorems invalid. 
This cannot be; ergo indivisibilism must be rejected. 4 An example of 
such theorem is: the diagnal of a square is incommensurable with its 
sides. This is a good example of what is meant by application of 
mathematical arguments in natural philosophy. In other words 
mathematical arguments play a part in solving problems of natural 
philosophy. 

What strikes me is that these rationes mathematice also play a part in 
Buridan’s argumentation against atomism although one would not 


2 The most recent survey of the medieval debate on the continuum can be found in 
Murdoch (1982). 

3 These mathematical arguments seem to originate from Al-Ghazali’s Metaphysica. 
They received their prestige from the fact that Duns Scotus made use of them. Cfr. 
Murdoch (1974) 19: “...Done Algazel et Scot foumissaient la base qui permettait, 
pour ainsi dire, une elaboration et une multiplication prodigieuse.” 

4 Murdoch (1974) 19: “Au fond, ce qui leur est commun a tous, e’est la tentative de 
faire ressortir les contradictions evidentes ou meme implicites entre la geometrie et 
ratomisme.*’ 
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expect this from the traditional presentation of Buridan’s natural 
philosophy. In Buridan’s discussion of the continuum problem— 
Phys. VI q. 1 and 2—one finds the well-known geometrical argument 
of the diagonal of a square being (in)commensurable with its sides. In 
question 2 Buridan asks himself whether lines are composed of points, 5 
and draws a number of conclusions, one among which is: if points 
were indivisible parts (res) a finite line would be impossible; firstly, 
because the composition of an infinite number of such points is im¬ 
possible, on grounds of a former conclusion; 6 and, secondly, because a 
composition of a finite number of such points would render the 
theorem of the incommensurability false, since the points of a square, 
consisting of four points, would be commensurable with one side. 7 

Question 2 is in fact nothing but a reference to a former discussion 
of this problem in Book VI q. 1. The question there was whether 
points of a line are contiguous. 8 Buridan considers two possible 
answers. Contiguous points—taken as indivisible res —either form a 
line or they don’t. Buridan rejects both alternatives, concluding that 
points of a line are not contiguous. Briefly his arguments are as 
follows: Speaking of points that are at the same time contiguous, and 
yet do not form a line is nonsense. On the other hand, however, con¬ 
tiguous points forming a line would cause a number of difficulties ( in - 
convenientia), of which the first is the above mentioned case of the four- 
point-square. 9 Since the other ‘inconveniences’ are not relevant to our 
case I will not treat of them at this point. 

The following is a brief reconstruction of this argument. Suppose a 
square were composed of four contiguous points a, b, c and d. The 
lines would then be ab, be, cd and da. The diagonal would be the line 


5 Questiones super libros Physicorum, secundum ultimam lecturam; ed. Venice 1502 
(Reprinted Frankfurt 1964) (hereafter cited as Phys.) VI, 2, f.94rb: “Utrum linea 
componitur ex punctis.” 

6 The preceding conclusion was (Phys. VI, 1 f.94vb): “Prima conclusio est quod si 
puncta essent in linea res indivisibiles, non essent infinita puncta in linea finita ut in 
linea pedali.” With respect to our article I have found it not necessary to further ex¬ 
patiate on the discussion of this conclusion. 

7 Phys. VI, 2 f.94vb: “Secunda conclusio est quod si puncta essent res indivisibile, 
nulla linea finita componetur ex punctis, quia non ex punctis infmitis per precedentem 
conclusionem, nec ex finitis, quod probatur quia sequerentur inconvenientia dicta in 
alia questione (scil. VI, 1), secundum quod quadrati quattuor punctorum diameter 
esset equalis vel commensurabilis coste. ,, 

8 Phys. VI, 1 f.94rb: “Utrum puncta sint sibi invicem proxima in linea.” 

9 Phys. VI, 1 f.94rb: “Item, si duo puncta sibi invicem proxima in linea non con- 
stituerent aliquam extensionem linealem, essent frustra ut dicebatur, et si con- 
stituerent extensionem linealem, sequerentur inconvenientia.” 
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ac. In the case of contiguity of points this diagonal would equal a side. 
In the case of non-contiguity of points (when a point can be found bet¬ 
ween a and c), this diagonal would be commensurable with one side. 
Either case is in contradiction with the mathematical theorem of in¬ 
commensurability. 10 

It is evident that this is a clear case of mathematical argumentation 
in natural philosophy. However there are important differences be¬ 
tween Buridan’s use of this mathematical argument and the uses by 
other authors. Whereas Buridan once only, they use this sort of 
arguments time and again; 11 and secondly Buridan uses this argument 
in the context of discussing the question whether the points of a line, 
when taken as res, are contiguous or not (Book VI q. 1); whereas the 
traditional context of introducing and developing this argument was to 
prove that a line cannot be composed of points at all, which is quite a 
different thing. 12 In Physica VI q. 2 this matter is being dealt with as we 
have seen. Buridan deems a mere brief reference sufficient to dispose 
of the matter. 

The question that could be asked next is: why is it that ‘geometrical’ 
arguments against atomism played such small part in Buridan’s 
work. 13 Do we seek the answer in Buridan’s alleged neglect of 
mathematics, or is it possible to find a more precise answer in the 
texts? 

10 The in footnote 9 cited text proceeds: “Puta, primo sequitur quod diameter 
quadrati esset equalis coste illius quadrati, quod est contra geometriam. Consequentia 
probatur, quia pono quattuor puncta se tangentia invicem quadrati et sint ilia puncta 
a, b, c, d ita quod una costa illius quadrati est ab et alia est be, tertia est cd, et quarta 
est da. Tunc ergo diameter est ac et tunc igitur ego quero utrum a et c tangunt se, vel 
est aliquid intermedium si tangunt se. Tunc sequitur, cum ita sint indivisibilia sicut a 
et b, quod non constituunt maiorem lineam quam a et b, et sic diameter est equalis 
coste. Si vero dicatur quod inter a et c est aliquid intermedium, hoc non potest esse 
minus quam punctum, et sic diameter erit linea trium punctorum et latus duorum. 
Ideo diameter erit commensurabilis coste, cuius oppositum demonstratum est in 
geometria.” 

11 An example of such other presentation is the one made by Gregory of Rimini. He 
gives no less than nine detailed mathematical arguments against the atomistic theory. 
Cfr. Gregorius of Rimini (1979) Sent. II, dist. 2 q. 2, pp. 279-285. 

12 Besides the already mentioned Gregory of Rimini, also the following philosophers 
use this geometrical argument of the (in)commensurability of the diagonal of a square 
with its sides, in order to prove that a line (and therefore also a continuum) cannot be 
composed of a finite number of points. A1 Ghazali (1933) p. 12 1.18-30; Duns Scotus 
(1639) Vol. VI, 1 p. 232; Marsilius of Inghen (?) (1518) Lib. VI, q. 1, f. 64vb; 
Thomas Bradwardine (1957) p. 425-426. 

13 I must also mention the fact that in dealing with the structure of the continuum in 
De puncto (ed. 1965) and in the Quaestiones super libros quattuor De caelo et mundo 
(ed. 1942), Buridan uses no geometrical arguments at all. 


58 



Let us have a look at Phys. I q. 5, where the question is at issue, 
whether, in order to have perfect knowledge of an effect, it is necessary 
to have knowledge of all it causes. 14 Buridan makes a distinction be¬ 
tween the question as stated and its preambula, as to whether perfect 
knowledge of an effect is at all possible in the first place. 15 

He thinks that perfect knowledge in a real sense {simpliciter) is not 
possible, except in God where knowledge and causality of reality are 
one and the same. Whether perfect knowledge is possible is therefore a 
matter of human science only, especially demonstrative sciences {scien¬ 
ce demonstrative). Within these Buridan makes a distinction between 
immediate knowledge of an effect ( scitum immediatum), which is nothing 
but the conclusion of a demonstration, -and mediate knowledge ( scitum 
remotum), which is knowledge of the meaning of the terms in the con¬ 
clusion. To Buridan this sort of knowledge of a conclusion is central, 
since this is the way to gain knowledge of the res. 16 

Once having made this distinction Buridan proceeds to his conclu¬ 
sions, of which only the first and the second are relevant here. His first 
conclusion is: perfect knowledge can be had of the conclusion ‘the sum 
of the angles of a triangle equals two square angels’, as a scitum im¬ 
mediatum , or as Buridan puts it, per modum conclusions, without any 
knowledge of the causes of a triangle. Perfect knowledge of a conclu¬ 
sion will therefore depend on whether it is obtained by demonstrations 
(demonstrations ), where conclusions are drawn in an evident manner 
from evident premisses. 17 

14 Phys. I, 5 f.6va: “Utrum ad perfecte sciendum aliquem effectum, oportet omnes 
causas eius scire.” 

15 Phys. I, 5 f.6vb: “Ista questio unum supponit et aliud querit. Supponit enim quod 
de aliquo, immo de aliquo effectu, possumus habere perfectam scientiam, et postea 
querit utrum ad illam habendam oportet cognoscere omnes causas illius effectus. Et 
tamen suppositum quam quesitum est dubitabile.” 

16 Phys. I, 5 f.6vb: “De supposito manifestum est quod si volumus loqui de perfecto 
simpliciter, nichil est perfectum nisi Deus, ut patet quinto Metaphysice, et etiam nulla 
est perfecta scientia nisi scientia divina, que est ipse Deus. Sed bene est dubitatio, si 
volumus loqui de scientia perfecta non simpliciter sed in genere scientiarum 
humanarum, et cum loquamur de scientia demonstrativa expedit distinguere duplex 
scitum. Unum scitum potest vocari ‘scitum immediatum’ quod est conclusio 
demonstrativa. Aliud potest vocari ‘scitum remotum’, quod est res significata per ter- 
minos conclusionis demonstrate, et credo quod nos non curamus scire conclusiones, 
nisi per hoc crederemus habere scientiam de illis rebus. 

17 Phys. I, 5 f.6vb: “Pono igitur conclusiones. Prima est quod ad sciendum perfecte 
per modum conclusionis istam conclusionem ‘triangulus habet tres angulos equales 
duobus rectis’ non oportet scire in speciali omnes causas triangulorum, quia conclusio 
scitur perfecte per modum conclusionis per demonstrationes evidenter earn con- 
cludentes et ex evidentibus premissis, et aliter non scitur perfecte per modum conclu¬ 
sionis.” 




Buridan’s second conclusion is, that geometry alone is not sufficient 
to obtain perfect knowledge of the above conclusion about the sum of 
the angles of a triangle equalling two square angles. His argument is, 
that geometrical principles necessary to draw this conclusion and, in 
general, all geometrical conclusions are not known per se\ and for 
perfect demonstrative knowledge it is necessary to know the premisses 
per se , or the premisses as conclusions of other premisses that are 
known per se. Apparently Buridan is of the opinion, that geometrical 
principles are not known per se and are therefore of a dubious nature 
and they will remain so unless other sciences can bring light in the 
matter. 18 

Next Buridan proceeds to illustrate these points with examples. It is 
here that his discussion becomes of real interest to my question as to 
the reasons Buridan might have had for avoiding geometrical 
arguments in the continuum-discussion. In order to support his thesis 
that geometrical principles are not known per se, and therefore 
dubious, Buridan, very interestingly, takes an example from the 
continuum-discussion. In Buridan’s view geometry has no business 
discussing the continuum-problem; in other words it has no business 
discussing the question as to whether a body is or is not composed of 
indivisible parts. The only option open to geometry is to simply accept 
the basis fact (from natural philosophy) that a continuum is composed 
of semper divisibilia. Establishing whether this is true or not is a matter 
of physics or metaphysics, not of geometry. Therefore geometrical 
principles are not known per se, since geometry can do little more but 
lean on results of natural philosophy or metaphysics. Were geometry 
not to obtain its assumptions on the structure of the continuum from 
these sciences, all its conclusions would be dubious. 19 This last remark 
is, in my view, of particular importance. 

18 Phys. I, 5 f.6vb-7ra: “Secunda conclusio poni potest quod dicta conclusio (scil. 
“triangulus habet tres angulos equales duobus rectis”) etiam per modum conclusionis 
non scitur perfecte per solam geometriam et ratio huius est, quia conclusio non scitur 
perfecte demonstrative nisi premisse sint per se note vel ex per se notis demonstrate, ut 
patet primo Posteriorum et etiam primo Topicorum, ubi dicitur quod demonstratio est 
sillogismus ex veris primis aut ex hiis que per prima et vera principium sue cognitionis 
sumpserunt et per prima intendit per se nota. Sed principia geometrie quibus oportet 
uti ad demonstrandum istam conclusionem et omnes alias conclusiones geometricas 
non sunt per se nota, sed multa dubia, nisi fiant nota per aliam scientiam.” A French 
paraphrase of this passage and of footnote 19 may be found in Duhem (1954), 
704-705. 

19 Phys. I, 5 f.7ra: “Hec ergo declaro, quia magnum dubitabele est et fuit apud anti- 
quos, utrum corpus esset compositum ex punctis indivisibilibus vel non, sed esset 
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It seems to me, that Buridan’s reasoning here is exactly the reverse 
of the reasoning that lies behind 'geometrical arguments’. According 
to Buridan natural philosophy and metaphysics establish, whereas 
geometry assumes. Natural philosophers however who reject atomism 
on grounds of geometrical arguments, are saying that continua must 
be composed of semper divisibilia , otherwise geometrical theorems 
would no longer be valid. In Buridan’s view one could accuse these 
natural philosophers, when they use this sort of arguments, of assum¬ 
ing without proof that continua are not composed of indivisibilia. 

As far as I know, only one 14th century philosopher was aware of 
this vicious cirlce. His name is Thomas Bradwardine. In his Tractatus 
de continuo Bradwardine rejects indivisibilism on grounds of a great 
many geometrical theorems. After having done so, however, he asks 
himself the question, in how far geometry leans on already established 
assumptions as to the structure of the continuum. He answers his own 
question by saying that all traditional geometrical theorems are yet to 
be proven, even though geometry presupposes that magnitudines are 
composed of some sort of indivisibilia . 20 

Exactly on this last point, however, Buridan seems to hold a dif¬ 
ferent view. In the text from Phys. VI q. 2 Buridan argues that the in¬ 
commensurability of a diagonal can no longer be proven, if one 
assumes that points are indivisible res. 21 

From what we have seen it seems evident, that exactly in a situation 
where it would be quite acceptable to use mathematical arguments, 
Buridan makes much less use of them than his contemporaries do. 
One could say that Buridan, once he has divided sciences into physics, 
metaphysics and geometry, is very consistent in taking the conse¬ 
quences of this division, except for that one short reference in Phys. 
q - 2 . 

In summarizing one could reconstruct Buridan’s argument as 
follows: It is not the task of geometry to investigate the structure of the 
continuum. Geometry presupposes and assumes this structure in 
order to be able to maintain its theorems. It would therefore be incon- 

divisibile in semper divisibilia. Et illam dubitationem non potest geometer tractare per 
suam scientiam, sed tractanda est per phisicam vel per metaphisicam, et tamen 
geometer habet supponere quod continuum non sit compositum ex indivisibilibus, 
quia si esset compositum ex indivisibilibus, omnes pene conclusiones geometrie essent 
false.” 

20 Murdoch (1982), 579-580 brings out this point of Bradwardine. At p. 580 n. 47 he 
gives the Latin text of the Tractatus de continuo. 

21 Cfr. n. 7. 
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sistent to use geometrical arguments in physics or metaphysics when 
dealing there with the composition of the continuum. 

Buridan on arithmetic 

I now want to discuss Buridan’s view on arithmetic, taking as my 
point of departure Phys. Book III q. 17. In order to be able to place 
this passage in its right perspective, we must first put our attention to 
two aspects of the “Buridan-semantics”. 

Buridan’s semantics 

In the introduction we have already mentioned the so called Pari¬ 
sian development, which made use of semantic analyses in natural 
philosophy. The solution to philosophical problems was sought in con¬ 
sidering what sort of supposition a certain term had in a certain prop¬ 
osition. Let us therefore first recall to mind some of the main points of 
Buridan’s suppositiontheory. 

In his Tractatus de suppositionibus 22 Buridan considers the distinction 
between suppositio personalis and suppositio materialis. The first occurs 
when a term in a proposition is used to stand for the thing that it 
signifies. By the second is indicated that a term stands for itself or for 
the concept by means of which it is significative. 23 The suppositio 
simplex of other authors is included in Buridan’s suppositio materialis . 24 

The second aspect we must discuss is the expression de virtute ser- 
monis. In the same Tractatus de suppositionibus Buridan poses as dubium : 
is the proposition 'homo est species' true or not true de virtute sermonis. 
From his answer it becomes evident that the whole problem of what a 
proposition means de virtute sermonis can be reduced to the knowledge 
one has of the contents of that proposition ( materia subjecta ), because, 
after all, the primary function of the terms of a proposition is to stand 
for their significates, that is, the things they signify. A proposition 
taken de virtute sermonis means that this proposition must be understood 

22 The Tractatus de suppositionibus, the only part of the Summulae in a modem 
critical edition, was published by Reina (1957). 

23 Reina (1957), 201 1. 34-41. 

24 The s. simplex was a point of controversy in 14th century semantics. For a survey 
and a confrontation of views on this matter in e.g. Ockham, Burley and Buridan, see 
Pinburg (1972), 143-146 and Henry (1981), 361. For further information on 
Buridan’s supposition-theory see Pinborg (1972), 139-144 and Scott (1966), 29-42. 
Different other aspects of Buridan’s semantic theory can be found in the congress- 
edition on Buridan by Pinborg (ed.) (1976). 
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according to the proper rules of speech {secundum propriam locutionem ), 
that is, as Buridan points out, the words must be taken for what they 
signify and not for themselves or the concepts connected with them. 
The proposition ‘ homo est species' is therefore not true. It would not be 
proper however, Buridan adds, simply {simpliciter) to call this proposi¬ 
tion false, since so many renomated authors have thought it to be true. 
In Buridan’s way of thinking one must always try to establish in what 
manner {sensus) a proposition is true or not true. 25 

Buridan does not simply say that de virtute sermonis and suppositio per¬ 
sonalis are synonymous, a view that Ockham seemed to hold. 26 
Buridan’s view is in accordance with articles of the so called 
Ockhamistic statute of 1340 in which the question of the truth and un¬ 
truth of propositions de virtute sermonis is treated. 27 These articles reject 
the view holding, that propositions are false de virtute sermonis (or 
simpliciter) simply because of the fact that they are false, when taken in 
the suppositio personalis. De virtute sermonis means according to the said 
statute, that the terms of a proposition must be understood in their 
usual imposition, which does not exclude, however, that those terms 
can sometimes have another suppositio than the suppositio personalis. 

These brief remarks on Buridan’s semantic theory may, I hope, 
serve to give a better understanding of Book III q. 17. 

In this questio which is part of a larger general discussion on the in¬ 
finitum , Buridan has a specific concept of numbers in mind, a concept 
which, later on, will be the cause of some difficulties in dealing with a 
few basic rules of arithmetic. 

The issue of questio 17 is the problem of the existence of infinite 
multitudes (multitudines). Suppose a continuum is composed of parts 
which in turn can be divided again, is it justified to say that for any 
given number another, greater number is possible? 28 The way the 


25 Reina (1957) p. 203/204 1. 101-148. Here Buridan points at three different views on 
de virtute sermonis, the last of which (1. 123-148) is his own. 

26 At least this is the purport of the study of Paque (1970). 

27 Paque (1970), 74 also meant to point at a certain, almost literal similarity between a 
passage from the statute and Buridan’s Tractatus de suppositionibus. Apart from the 
fact that this similarity is not relevant for our discussion, it must be pointed out that 
unfortunately Paque has taken Buridan’s quotation of somebody else’s view as the 
view, held by Buridan himself. For this passage see Reina (1957), 203 1. 116-120: 
“Alia opinio...per usum auctorum.” 

28 Phys. Ill, 17 f.59vb: “Queritur decimo septimo utrum omni numero est numerus 
maior, supposito semper quod nullum continuum est compositum ex indivisibilibus, 
sed quod omne continuum est divisibile ita, quod habet partes alias ab invicem et quod 
quelibet suarum partium etiam est divisibilis sive habens partes.’’ 
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problem of infinite multitudes is formulated must be seen in the light 
of the traditional definition of ‘infinite number’ as non tantus quin 
maior 29 Since Buridan’s solution to this question is not relevant to our 
discussion, I will not go into it further. What is relevant however, is a 
number of arguments in Buridan’s determination where he displays his 
views on arithmetic. On these we will concentrate. 

Buridan begins his determinatio with giving an explanation of the 
terms ‘number’, ‘greater than’ and ‘smaller than’. ‘Number’ can be 
taken either as ratio anime which is the act of counting things {res), or as 
the counted or countable things themselves {pro rebus numeratis vel 
numerabilibus). The counted or countable things can in turn exist either 
separately, not being part of each other nor being part of the same 
whole, or they can exist as distinguishable parts of one and the same 
continuum. This last problem is the issue of Buridan’s discussion de 
proprietate sermonis (see also later) in the above mentioned question 0 

‘Number’ stands for counted or countable things being part of one 
and the same continuum. Together with this definition we must keep 
in mind Buridan’s presupposition on the structure of the continuum in 
the beginning of this questio (f.69vb:.. .suppositio semper quod nullum con¬ 
tinuum est compositum ex indivisibilibus) . In the same way the terms 
‘greater than’ and ‘smaller than’ are taken here in the sense of 
simpliciter or proprie loquendo, in other words these terms are to be taken 
as referring to the extension of things and to the number of things. 31 

Departing from this definition, Buridan comes to a number of con- 


29 With respect to the distinction actually/potentially infinite and the different ways in 
which medieval philosophers expressed this, see Maier (1945), 332-333. At the mo¬ 
ment I am working at a dissertation on Buridan’s views on the infinite. 

30 Phys. Ill, 17 f.59vb/60ra: “Bene difficile est loqui de ista questione de proprietate 
sermonis, sed primo ego excludo aliqua de quibus non est magna difficultas. Numerus 
enim secundum Aristotelem vel est ratio discretive anime qua numeramus alias res in- 
telligendo quot ipse sunt, vel est ipse res numerate, ut quod quattuor homines essent 
quaternarius. Item, si numerum capiamus pro rebus numeratis vel numerabilibus, 
hoc potest esse dupliciter. Uno modo quod solum loquamur de rebus ab invicem 
separatim existentibus ita quod nec una sit pars alterius, nec plures sint partes eiusdem 
totius, ita quod nichil loqueremur de partibus continui...Alio modo possumus 
numerum accipere pro rebus numerabilibus non ab invicem separatis per discontinua- 
tionem, sed tamen ab invicem diversis, sicut partes magnitudinis continue. Et de istis 
est difficultas de qua volumus tractare.” 

31 Phys. Ill, 17 f.60ra: “Item, notandum quod simpliciter et proprie loquendo illud 
dicitur maius alio vel minus, quod est eo maius vel minus secundum magnitudinem 
corpoream...Hic autem non intelligimus nisi de maiori vel minori simpliciter, scilicet 
secundum magnitudinem, vel de maiori et minori secundum multitudinem, scilicet de 
pluribus vel de paucioribus.’’ 
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elusions, which, at first sight, are somewhat absurd. 32 One of them, 
his third, is for example: oneness (unity) is greater than binary or 
centenary. Take a magnitudo (a) and divide it into ten parts. The first 
two parts form a binary (b). The magnitudo as oneness or unity is 
greater than the binary, since the whole is always greater than one of 
its parts. Therefore each oneness is greater than a binary. 33 


a 



1 











b 


(b) is a binary, (a) is a unity. So: omnis unitas est binarius maior. 

Another conclusion, his fourth, is: no number is uneven. This also 
sounds strange, but is no problem for Buridan. The result of a division 
of a magnitudo into three parts is a ternary ( ternarius ). The same 
magnitudo , however, can also be divided into six parts, a sernary (ser- 
narius). Therefore, de virtute sermonis every number is in fact even. 34 

a a 


a = a 

1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 6 


52 The conclusions not being discussed here are: 1) “...quod nulla est unitas in- 
divisibilis”; 2) “...quod omnis binarius est ternarius et centenarius”; 5) “...quod 
nullum equale est inequale et nullum equale alicui est inequale alicui, sed omne alicui 
equale est alicui inequale et econverso”; 6) “...quod non sunt plures partes vel 
pauciores in linea b quam in eius medietate, vel econverso’’; 7) “...quod nulla tria 
sunt plura duobus”; 8) “...quod nullus numerus est alio numero maior secundum 
multitudinem”. 

33 Phys. Ill, 17 f.60ra: “Tertia conclusio est quod omnis unitas est binario maior et 
centenario, quia omnis unitas est magnitudo secundum dicta. Si ergo tu vis ponere in- 
stantiam contra dictam universalem conclusionem: Sit ilia magnitudo b, quam dicis 
non esse temario maiorem, et ilia habet decern decimas, quarum tres prime sunt ter¬ 
narius. Sed illo ternario magnitudo b est maior, quia omne totum est maius sua parte 
et ille ternarius est pars magnitudinis b. Et ita posset argui de centenario et millenario. 
Et ita manifestum est quod iste concedende sunt ‘binarius est centenario maior’, 
‘binarius est centenario vel temario equalis’ et huiusmodi.’’ 

34 Phys. Ill, 17 f.60rb: “Tunc ego pono quartam conclusionem quod nullus numerus 
est impar. Dico semper de numero magnitudinum, quia omnis numerus est par, ergo 
numerus est impar secundum dictam significationem. Quod autem omnis numerus sit 
par probatur, quia omnis ternarius est senarius, qui est par. Ergo omnis ternarius est 
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These two, and £>ther analogous conclusions, clearly show the way 
Buridan thinks. He takes the term ‘ numerus ’ in its suppositiopersonalis , 
in which ‘numerus' stands for res. These res are alternately either the 
whole or its parts, a concrete magnitudo. It also becomes clear, that 
Buridan, when taking a statement de virtute sermonis (in our case 
‘ numerus *) means that the term must be taken in the suppositio personalis. 

He is aware of the fact, however, that his conclusions are contrary to 
arithmetical assumptions, at least to some of them. He remarks for ex¬ 
ample, that his conclusions are not in agreement with the following 
two mathematical principles: first a unity is indivisible; and the second 
principle: numbers can be divided into even and uneven. 35 

The first principle contradicts Buridan’s first conclusion, stating 
that no unity is indivisible, but can be divided into parts, and they, in 
turn, can be divided again. 36 The validity of these and the other four 
conclusions of this questio is directly dependent on the truth of the first 
conclusion, which, in turn is really nothing but a different formulation 
of the presupposition made in the beginning of this questio : no con¬ 
tinuum is composed of indivisibilia. 37 

In what follows Buridan deals with these contradictions between his 
own conclusions and those of arithmetic. Again he sets out with a 
semantic analysis of ‘ numerus ’, which must be seen in the light of his 
former analysis of the term ‘ numerus'. This term stands for ( supponit) 
things in reality, implying that they are counted or countable, in other 
words, implying a concept in the intellect ( ratio anime ). 38 

par et similiter omnis quinarius est denarius, qui est par, et sic omnis quinarius est 
numerus par. Et sic de omnibus aliis. Ergo omnis numerus est numerus par et sic 
nullus est impar. Hoc videtur esse concedendum de virtute sermonis.” 

35 Phys. Ill, 17 f.60va: “Istis conclusionibus positis, oportet videre quomodo prin- 
cipia supposita in arithmetica et conclusiones ibidem probate et plurima sepe dicta et 
supposita ab Aristotele debeant intelligi, que omnia et simpliciter videntur contrariari 
conclusionibus predictis. Supponit enim arismeticus unitatem esse 
indivisibilem...Item arismeticus dividit numeros in pares et impares, et reputat mem¬ 
bra divisionis non coincidere, quia diffinit ‘par’ et ‘impar’ diffmitionibus repugnan- 
tibus, scilicet per dividi in partes equales nulla unitate remanente et per non sic 
dividi.” 

36 Phys. Ill, 17 f.60ra: ‘‘Primo conclusio est quod nulla est unitas indivisibilis; immo 
omnis unitas est divisibilis et etiam quelibet pars eius divisibilis. Ego enim non loquor 
nisi de magnitudinibus et partibus earum.” 

37 Cfr. footnote 28. 

38 Phys. Ill, 17 f.60va/b: ‘‘Propter ista notandum est cum diligentia quod iste ter¬ 
minus ‘numerus’ supponit pro pluribus rebus ab invicem distinctis...et connotat quod 
ilia multa sint numerata vel numerabilia, scilicet sint scita vel scibilia quot sunt per ra- 
tionem sive per conceptum anime discretum, scilicet quo anima intelligit et intelligere 
potest ilia plura discrete et divisim ab invicem. Et sic iste terminus ‘numerus’ connotat 
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It seems, however, that Buridan puts a different emphasis on the 
elements in his semantic definition of ‘ numerus ’ as res numerate. Earlier 
the emphasis was on res, and the conclusions were accordingly, 
whereas now he puts the emphasis on numerate , that is on the count- 
ability of those res. With this different emphasis in mind he takes a sec¬ 
ond look at those two principles of arithmetic. 

Apparently unity ( unitas ) can be conceived in two different ways by 
the intellect (anima). One way is as being composed of different parts 
and understood in terms of its parts, thus making a multitudo out of a 
unity. Here unity is conceived of by means of a conceptus discretivus , 
which means: one is aware of the fact, that this unity can be a binary 
or a ternary etc. at the same time although with every n-ary in which 
this unity is being divided a different conceptus discretivus is necessary. 39 

Another way of conceiving a unity is by way of a conceptus privativus. 
This unity is conceived as one and is no longer opposed to plurality. In 
this way every unity is indivisible, in the same way as ‘ homo 9 is one 
because he cannot be divided into different ‘homines' . 40 Buridan adds, 
however, that a unity, conceived by means of a conceptus privativus, can 
still be divided, but only into parts that are of a different nature than 
the unity itself. Thus a constellation can be divided into degrees and 
minutes, but not into other constellations. 41 


talem anime rationem.. .Ideo numerus non connotat quod res pro quibus supponit sint 
actu numerate et scite quot sunt, et ideo non connotat illam rationem anime 
discretivam tanquam existentem, sed tanquam possibilem existere.” 

39 Phys. Ill, 17 f.60vb: “Deinde etiam considerandum est quod, quamvis idem sit 
duo et tria et binarius et temarius, tamen non secundum eandem rationem 
discretivam dicitur duo et dicitur tria vel dicitur binarius et dicitur temarius; ergo 
oportet intelligere quod omnem rem unam, que est multe partes, nos possumus in- 
telligere discemendo inter partes, scilicet intelligendo quod hec est et ilia est et hec non 
est ilia. Et sic intelligimus illas partes esse multa, et cum scimus quod illud est partes 
sue, concludendo scimus quod illud est multa.’* 

40 Phys. Ill, 17 f.60vb: “Deinde etiam illud possumus intelligere conceptu privativo 
opposito conceptui discretivo, scilicet quo intelligimus ipsum aliqua pluralitate non 
esse plura et secundum illam rationem dicimus ipsum esse unum unitate opposita 
huiusmodi pluralitati, ut hominem unum, quia non est plures homines, sed ipse et 
alius homo essent plures homines ...Ideo ad istum sensum omne unum vel omnis 
unitas est indivisibilis.” 

41 Phys. Ill, 17 f.60vb: “Et ad talem sensum concedendum est, quod omnis unitas est 
indivisibilis..., quamvis sit divisibilis in plura minora vel sibi dissimilia aut diver- 
simode se habentia. Signum enim in celo non est divisible in signa, sed bene in 
gradus, nec gradus in gradus, sed bene in minuta etc.’’ 

From the quoted passages it is evident that by ‘unitas’ Buridan means arithmetical 
unitas and not transcendental unitas (unum transcendentale). Buridan speaks in the 
same way in Metaphysics X, 1 (utrum omne mensurabile mensuratur uno), ed. Paris 
1518 (Reprint Frankfurt a. Main 1964) f.61r: Multitudes are measured by unities, 


67 



The conclusion is that on a conceptual level—that is from the point 
of view of the term’s connotation—there need not be a contradiction 
between Buridan’s conclusions and the first principle of arithmetic. 
From the point of view of a certain ratio anime one can conceive a thing 
as one and indivisible and from another ratio anime that same thing can 
be conceived as an n-ary and thus as a plurality (pluralitas ). 42 

The ratio discretiva , however, by which one conceives for example a 
ternary, is different to the one by means of which a binary is con¬ 
ceived. Therefore the same thing can really be a binary and a ternary 
at the same time, provided that the terms ‘binary’ and ‘ternary’ stand 
for the same res in reality. The terms ‘binary’ and ‘ternary’, however, 
correspond with different rationes in the intellect and on this level a 
binary is not the same as a ternary. 43 

After this Buridan has no problem with the second principle of 
arithmetic. According to a certain ratio uneven numbers do exist; for a 
number can be called uneven, when the ratio discretiva sees an uneven 
number of unities, that is: a number of unities that cannot be divided 
into two equal parts. De proprietate sermonis , however, no number is 
uneven, since every number is even. 44 

One is led to believe, that Buridan’s support of the second principle 
of arithmetic is due to the emphasis he puts on the exclusive nature of 


that cannot further be divided into parts that are of the same nature as the unity. 
When there are ten people in a room, one knows that every object in that room is a 
human being, because none of those objects can be divided into more human beings. 
When on the other hand, one looks at an object from different points of view (discre- 
tiones), then Buridan also concludes in that case (just as in his Physics), that for exam¬ 
ple a line looked at from a certain point of view of its parts, is a binary and that this 
same line, from another point of view, can be a ternary. As far as I can see, there is no 
concept of an unum transcendentale in the works of Buridan. 

42 Phys. Ill, 17 f.60vb/61ra: “Deinde ulterius considerandum est quod eandem rem 
possumus intelligere secundum rationes discretivas suarum partium valde diversas, 
nam alia est ratio secundum quam discemimus inter medietates linee b, et alia secun¬ 
dum quam discemimus inter eius tertias.” 

43 Phys. Ill, 17 f.60ra: “Et tamen non obstat quin idem sit binarius et temarius, quia 
diverse rationes terminorum non impediunt veritatem propositionis, si terminus sive 
termini supponant pro eodem. Dicam ergo quod ad istum sensum nulla duo sunt tria, 
quia nulla secundum eandem rationem discretivam dicuntur duo secundum quam 
dicuntur tria vel econverso.” 

44 Phys. Ill, 17 f.61ra: “Dicam ergo quod, licet simpliciter et de proprietate sermonis 
nullus numerus sit impar, quia omnis numerus est par. Tamen ad istum sensum 
dicitur numerus impar, quia rationes unitatum inter quas discemit ratio discretiva 
secundum quam dicitur talis numerus sunt impares, quia non possunt dividi suffi- 
cienter in duas partes, quin una illarum partium contineat plures rationes illarum 
unitatum quam alia. Et ad istum sensum diceremus... nullum parem esse imparem.” 
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the ratio discretiva , for one must admit that it is true that a magnitudo be¬ 
ing divided into three parts by a ratio discretiva can also be divided into 
six parts, so that nullus numerus sit impar. On the other hand, however, 
uneven numbers also exist, since it cannot be said that three is six at 
the same time according to one and the same ratio discretiva. 

The question is, what conclusions can we draw from this second ex¬ 
ample? In the first place it seems that Buridan, being a semanticus, 
prefers analyses of terms de proprietate sermonis and that, according to 
him, arithmetic does not provide such analyses. In situations where 
semantic analyses seem to be contrary to principles of arithmetic 
Buridan prefers to stick to his own view, even when it goes against 
every mathematical assumption. A good example is Buridan’s state¬ 
ment that de proprietate sermonis (the proper meaning of the terms) there 
are only even numbers. In the second place it seems that Buridan 
means by de proprietate sermonis that a term is to be conceived as stand¬ 
ing for its denotatum, in other words, that the term stands in the sup - 
positio personalis : it stands for the concrete things out there (res). 
Buridan’ s use of the term ‘ numerus 9 in the suppositio personalis , for the res 
numerate , renders his conclusions (and not only the two mentioned) 
contrary to the principles of arithmetic. When, on the other hand, us¬ 
ing the same term as to its connotation, i.e. on the level of the concepts 
in the intellect, Buridan accepts the principles and conclusions of 
arithmetic; but this acceptance is not de proprietate sermonis.* 5 

The objects of mathematics 

Buridan’s views on arithmetic as presented above can be seen in 
relation with what other authors have said about mathematics. A. G. 
Molland, for example, has pointed out, that Albertus Magnus in his 
discussion on the infinitum says that geometry has imaginary things as 
object and not things the way they are in reality. 46 In Buridan’s opin¬ 
ion and in that of Albertus, it seems, mathematical objects exist only 
on an intellectual level. 

Albertus makes this remark on the object of mathematics with 
Aristotle’s Physics , Book III (206 b 16-27) in mind. Aristotle says there, 
that the thesis stating the possibility of ever increasing magnitudes 
cannot be held, since this would imply the existence of an actual, con- 

45 It must be mentioned, that Buridan, as a rule, does speak of the appelatio of a term 
to indicate its connotation, cfr. De Rijk (1976). 

46 Molland (1981), 470-471. 
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Crete infinitum. This statement of Aristotle is a problem for Albertus, 
because mathematics works with infinite magnitudes. Mathematicians 
can imagine lines as long as they want to. In other words for each 
given line they can conceive another that is longer. 47 Albertus solves 
this problem by pointing out, that mathematicians, when it comes to 
the infinitum (and also the construction of figures) operate secundum 
imaginationem and not according to the way things are in reality, where 
there is really no need for accepting such actual infinity. 48 

Walter Burley (1275-after 1344), one of Buridan’s contemporaries, 
is another author we may quote. He also comments on the above men¬ 
tioned passage of Aristotle’s Physics 

For a good understanding of Burley and Albertus we need to know 
what Averroes thinks on this point, because Burley often explicitly 
quotes him. A striking similarity also exists between Albertus’ views 
and those of Averroes, although Albertus, unlike Burley, does not 
refer explicitly to Averroes. Averroes’ influence on Albertus’ Physics, 
however, has received little attention in the literature to this date. 
Albertus’ objection to Aristotle’s text appears to be the same as 
Averoes’ objection: geometry can indeed, for any given line, conceive 
of a line that is longer; and thus in geometry, an addition of 
magnitudes can go on indefinitely; and thus one is led to believe that 
in geometry an actual infinity is being assumed. 50 


47 Albertus Magnus Phys. Ill, tr. II c. 17 (Borgnet 235a/b): “...verum enim est quod 
ipsi (scil. mathematici) supponunt quoddam infinitum esse in augmenti extensione 
secundum quemdam modum: licet enim nos negamus esse infinitum per extensionem 
quantitatis continuae..., tamen non negamus, quin poni possit secundum ima¬ 
ginationem quantitas adeo magna quantam volumus earn habere: et hoc vocant in¬ 
finitum mathematici: quia nulla adeo magna describitur linea, cui non accipiamus 
majorem si volumus earn habere ad demonstrandum aliquid.” 

48 Albertus Magnus, op. cit., loc. cit. (Borgnet 235b): “Mathematici non indigent in 
sua scientia magnitudine infinita secundum actum, quia non accipiunt quantitatem 
secundum esse, sed secundum imaginationem, et procedunt secundum potestatem 
imagination^ componentis figuras et angulos, et non secundum potestatem rei ima- 
ginatae.” 

49 This is contrary to, for example, Thomas Aquinas, and also John Buridan, where 
there is no such expatiation on the method of mathematics in their commentary on 
Phys. 206 b, 16-27. 

50 In the following passages from Averroes it will become evident how similar his 
views are with those of Albertus. Averroes, Phys. Ill ed. Venice 1562-1574 (Reprint 
Frankfurt a. Main, 1962) f.ll4ra: “Sed est hie questio non modica, quemadmodum 
enim unum principiorum, que ponit geometer est, quoniam possibile est accipere ad 
omnem lineam lineam minorem ilia, similiter etiam ponit, quoniam possibile est ac¬ 
cipere ad omnem lineam lineam maiorem ilia. Additio igitur mensure procedet in in¬ 
finitum, sicut eius diminutio.” 
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This is not the case however. According to Averroes geometry and 
natural philosophy look at mensura in a different way. All geometry 
says is that one can imagine such an addition of magnitudes, whereas 
natural philosophy would go one step further and assume a real infini¬ 
ty. Such an infinity is rejected by Averroes. When it comes to division 
(divisio!diminutio) there is no opposition between geometry and natural 
philosophy. Whether division is being looked upon secundum quod est in 
materia as in natural philosophy, or secundum quod est in imaginatione as in 
geometry, in either case division can go on indefinitely, in this sense, 
that for each magnitude there exists a magnitude that is smaller . 51 
Averroes ends his discussion with the remark that all statements about 
addition of magnitudes, about lines and planes in geometry are pro¬ 
positions opinabiles, and have no existence except in the mind . 52 

We must therefore simply conclude that, according to Averroes, 
geometry looks at a number of things in a manner different from that 
of natural philosophy, i.e. secundum imaginationem. It is also evident in 
these texts that 'abstracta a materia ’ and * secundum imaginationem ’ have 
the same meaning and could be seen as opposed to ‘ extra animam'. 

At first sight it looks as though Burley’s commentary on this text 
from the Physics follows Averroes commentary rather exactly. A closer 
look will show, however, that Burley is giving an interesting twist of 
his own to Averroes’ view. 

Just as Averroes he says that geometry and natural philosophy differ 
on the addition of magnitudes. He refers to Averroes’ solution of the 
problem: natural philosophy considers a line as a limitation of a cor¬ 
pus, whereas geometry looks at the same line as an abstraction from 


51 Averroes Phys. Ill f. 114rb: “Consyderatio enim naturalis de mensura est secun¬ 
dum quod est finis et existens in materia. Consyderatio vero geometriae secundum 
quod est abstrata a materia, et cum mensura consyderatur his duobus modis, in- 
venitur secundum dispositiones oppositas et convenientes. Convenientia enim est in 
hoc, quoniam semper diminuitur, sive consyderetur secundum quod est in materia, 
sive secundum quod est in imaginatione. Propositio igitur geometriae est, quoniam 
possibile est imaginari ad omnem lineam lineam minorem ilia, et propositio naturalis 
conveniens isti est quod linea potest diminui in infinitum. Et propositio geometrica 
dicens quod possibile est imaginari ad omnem lineam lineam maiorem ilia, est vera. 
Naturalis vero dicens quod omnis linea potest crescere in infinitum est falsa, quia con- 
tingit ex ea magnitudinem esse infinitam in actu...” 

52 Averroes, Phys. Ill f. 114rb/va: “Et universaliter additio mensurae, qua utititur 
geometer, est de capite propositionum opinabilium, quae sunt quasi fundamenta 
geometriae, absque eo quod sunt extra animam, sicut ut, cum imaginatur quod 
figurae habent positiones, et quod, cum punctus movetur, facit lineam...et similiter 
videtur ponere diminutionem esse semper non secundum quod extra animam est sic.” 
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matter . 53 But then Burley poses a dubium , which is in fact nothing else 
but an explication of the problem. He says that in geometry, as well as 
in natural philosophy, demonstrations depart from true propositions. 
Therefore it would be difficult to maintain that there is a contradiction 
between propositions of geometry and those of natural philosophy—as 
in the case of additio —because either field has true propositions . 54 

In an effort to solve this problem Burley quotes Averroes almost 
literally: geometry, in its demonstration does not have as proposition 
‘‘for any given line there exists a line that is longer”, but “it is possi¬ 
ble to imagine, for each given line, another line that is longer”. It is 
not this latter proposition that is refuted in natural philosophy, but 
rather the first . 55 It is interesting to note the way in which Burley gives 
a reinterpretation of Averroes' view in the following: natural 
philosophy states how things are in reality (in re), whereas geometry 
states how they can be thought; and thus there can be no contradition 
between the two sciences, even though in geometry a thing is being 
imagined (imaginatur) that in reality (i.e. according to natural 


53 Walter Burley, Physica III, Ed. Venice 1501 (Reprint Hildesheim/New York 1972) 
f.80vb: “Quartum notabile est quod Commentator movet et solvit hie unam ques- 
tionem que talis est: sicut est unum principium apud geometriam: possibile est ac- 
cipere ab omni linea lineam minorem ilia, ita geometria ponit tanquam principium 
quod possibile est accipere ad omnem lineam lineam maiorem ilia. Est igitur questio 
quare Philosophus ponit divisionem magnitudinis procedere in infinitum et negat ad- 
ditionem procedere in infinitum, cum additio procedat in infinitum sicut et divisio. 
Istam questionem solvit Commentator per diversos modos considerandi naturalis et 
geometrie, dicens quod consideratio naturalis de linea est secundum quod linea est ter¬ 
minus corporis naturalis existens in corpore naturali, sed consideratio geometrie de 
linea est secundum quod est abstracta a materia, quia geometer considerat 
magnitudinem secundum quod per intellectum abstrahitur a materia et contipgit in- 
telligere lineam maiorem quacumque linea data.” 

54 Walter Burley, Phys. Ill f.80vb: “Secundum dubium ex quo propositiones quibus 
demonstratores utuntur debent esse vere, cum demonstratio non sit ex falsis, nec sup- 
ponat aliquod falsum. Non videtur quod geometer habeat ponere aliquam proposi- 
tionem cui naturalis contradicit, nec econverso. Ergo si geometer ponat quod in omni 
magnitudine data contingit accipere magnitudinem maiorem, naturalis non habeat 
huic contradicere, quia verum vero non repugnat et tamen propositio naturalis quam 
geometre est vera.” 

55 Walter Burley, Phys. Ill f.81ra: “Ad secundum dubium dicendum secundum 
Commentatorem quod naturalis non contradicit geometre, nec econverso; immo pro¬ 
positiones quibus uterque utitur sunt propositiones vere. Unde propositio geometrica, 
qua utitur geometer in demonstratione, non est ista quod possibile est accipere ad 
omnem lineam lineam maiorem ilia, sed est ilia “possibile est imaginari ad omnem 
lineam lineam maiorem ilia”. Et nec est vera, nec naturalis contradicit huic, sed con¬ 
tradicit isti, scilicet quod omni linea data potest esse linea maior.” 
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philosophy) cannot exist . 56 Burley further gives an explanation of 
Averroes’ propositio opinabilis . 56 A propositio opinabilis or imaginabilis , as 
Burley sometimes calls it, is a proposition that contains no contradic¬ 
tions in terms ( contradictio formaliter ex terminis ). 57 

It is in Burley’s interpretation of Averroes here, that, in my opin¬ 
ion, a development begins to show; a development that will play an 
important part in natural philosophy in the fourteenth century and 
that will result in the way natural philosophers are going to approach 
problems secundum imaginationem. The imaginary will be taken as point 
of departure for the search of reality, and it will not make any dif¬ 
ference, whether that which is being imagined really exists in reality or 
not, as long as there is no contradition in the formulation of the prop¬ 
ositions . 58 

All this could give the impression, that it was some sort of tradition 
among medieval philosophers to place mathematical objects in the 
realm of the imagination; a tradition called conceptualism by A. G. 
Molland because of its analogy with the opposition realism/concept¬ 
ualism in the universaliaproblem . 59 It is in this sense that, according to 
prof. Molland, Albertus Magnus has conceptualistic tendencies . 60 

I wonder, however, whether this is a true picture of the situation. 
Firstly, prof. Molland’s examples that are to illustrate Albertus’ con¬ 
ceptualistic tendencies only refer to certain aspects of mathematics as 
e.g. the addition of magnitudes and the construction of figures. Only 


56 Walter Burley, Phys. Ill f.81ra: “Unde naturalis dicit quod sic est vel sic non est in 
re, vel quod sic potest esse vel non esse in re. Sed geometer dicit quod sic contingit 
imaginari et ista non repugnant, scilicet quod possibile est sic imaginari et tamen quod 
non est possibile sic esse in re.” 

57 Walter Burley, Phys. Ill f.81ra: “Intelligendum quod omnis propositio que non in- 
cludit contradictionem formaliter ex terminis, est opinabilis. Et huiusmodi sunt pro- 
positiones quas geometer imaginatur, scilicet quod omni magnitudine data potest dari 
magnitudo maior, et quod punctus per suum motum facit lineam. Tales enim proposi- 
tiones non includunt formaliter contradictionem ex terminis et ideo sunt imaginabiles 
et opinabiles.” Like Averroes, Burley puts a propositio opinabilis on the level of the 
imaginary (cfr. footnote 52). Besides, Burley here gives a proper definition of such a 
propositio. 

58 Cfr. Murdoch (1974), 69; (1975), 281 and Oberman (1975), 409. William of 
Heytesbury for example also has similar views. With respect to Heytesbury’s views on 
this point Cfr. Wilson (1960), 25 especially footnote 65. 

59 Molland (1978), 131. Thomas Bradwardine is an example of a realistic view on 
mathematics, cfr. op. cit. p. 174. 

60 Molland (1981), 467: “...In this matter Albert veers very much towards the con- 
ceptualist pole.” 
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in these examples Albertus could be called a conceptualise 61 The same 
is true of Burley and Averroes as we have seen. 

But when it comes to primary objects of mathematics—such as line, 
point, plane—neither Albertus, nor Averroes or Burley (nor Thomas 
Aquinas), can be called conceptualists at all, since their thinking is 
firmly rooted in the abstraction theory, as can be seen in their com¬ 
mentary on Aristotle's Physics II 193 b 22 - 194 b 9. As is well known 
Aristotle explains there that physics studies objects “that are separable 
in respect of form but involve matter"; mathematics studies objects 
that can be thought of as “abstracted from change"; and metaphysics 
studies objects that “can exist separately". 62 

All these authors are, like Aristotle, of the opinion, that the 
mathematician reflects upon an object as to its quantity, while ab¬ 
stracting from perceptible matter. 63 From the context and the way the 
term ‘abstraction' is used it becomes evident, that these authors see 
mathematical objects as ultimately rooted in perceptible reality. 
Although the act of abstraction is a mental one, mathematical objects 
do not thereby lose their touch with reality, because the nature of that 
act consists exactly in the fact, that it is performed upon real, percepti¬ 
ble objects. 

In order to put an end to all confusion it would be better, I think, to 
avoid the term conceptualism as a characterisation of the status of 
mathematical objects. 

Another question that still needs to be answered is: can Buridan's 
view with respect to primary mathematical objects be compared with 
the view of the above mentioned authors? To give a satisfactory 
answer to this question we must first have a look at two other passages 
in Buridan’s work, Physica I q. 6 and Metaphysica VI q. 2. 64 

Question 6 65 is a commentary on Aristotle's Physics II 193 b 22 - 194 


61 With respect to Albertus’ views of mathematical objects see Tummers (1984) 
ch.3.3. 

62 This quotation is taken from Ross (1955), 350-351. For Aristotle’s view on 
mathematical objects see for example Mueller (1970). 

63 Averroes Phys. II summa 2 c. 1 and 2, ed. cit.; Albertus Magnus Phys. II tract. 1 c. 
8, ed. cit. 107-110; Thomas Aquinas Phys. II lect. 3 Par. 157-165, ed. Marietti (1954), 
82-84; Walter Burley Phys. II, ed. cit. f.42. 

64 Another classical passage on mathematical objects is Methapysics XI. There is no 
commentary on this book from Buridan available, since—as appears from the table of 
contents—Buridan did not lecture on it (“non solet legi’’). 

65 Buridanus, Phys. 11,6 f.34vb: “Queritur sexto de differentia mathematici ad 
naturalem, sequendo verba Aristotelis sub hac forma: utrum naturalis differt a 
mathematico per hoc quod naturalis diffmit per motum et mathematicus sine motu?’’ 
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b 9. A comparison of Buridan’s commentary with that of the other 
authors shows, that Buridan does not employ the same cognitive 
theory for making distinctions between mathematics and natural 
philosophy. One will not find terms as abstractio , materia sensibilis etc. 
According to Buridan the objects of natural philosophy and mathema¬ 
tics are terms, the difference between the two sciences being the fact 
that they deal with different terms. The objects of natural philosophy, 
provided that they really belong there, must be defined in terms of 
4 motus ’ or 'mutatio' or the like. 66 For example the term ‘rest’ ( quies ) in 
natural philosophy is being defined as ‘the absence of motion in a sub¬ 
ject that by nature is capable of being set in motion*. 67 The 
characteristic property of mathematics, on the other hand, is that none 
of its terms is being defined by ‘ motus ’ or 'mutatio' , because, when 
measuring magnitudes and numbers and setting out their mutual rela¬ 
tions, these terms do not enter the picture at all. Four remains two 
times two, whether those numbers are moved or not. 68 

The same view is put forward in Metaphysics VI q. 2. There the 
question is being asked, whether the division of speculative philosophy 
into physics, mathematics and metaphysics is an adequate one. 69 
Before answering this question Buridan wonders how this division 
came about in the first place. Whatever the case, this division was cer¬ 
tainly not made on grounds of the fact that these sciences each had dif¬ 
ferent res for an object. 70 Buridan seeks the justification of this 


66 Phys. 11,6 f.34rb: “Tunc pono conclusiones. Prima est quod omnis terminus ad 
scientiam pertinens naturalem, si perfecte diffiniatur prout pertinet ad scientiam 
naturalem, debet diffmiri per istum terminum ‘motus’ vel ‘mutatio’ vel ‘movere’ vel 
‘moveri’ vel per alium terminum implicantem in sua ratione istum terminum ‘motus’ 
aut ‘mutatio’, etc., aut terminos equivalentes.” 

67 Phys. 11,6 f.34rb: “Unde iste terminus ‘quies’, cum sit privatio respectu huius ter¬ 
mini ‘motus’, diffinitur statim per motum, quia est carentia motus in subiecto apto 
nato moveri...’’ 

68 Phys. 11,6 f.34rb: “Secunda conclusio est quod nullus terminus mathematicus, si 
diffiniatur precise secundum illam rationem secundum quam pertinet ad 
mathematicum, diffinitur per illos terminos ‘motus’ vel ‘mutatio’, quia nichil pertinet 
ad rationes magnitudinum et numerorum quantum ad sciendum mensuras et propor¬ 
tions eorum ad invicem sive moveantur sive non, sive sint in substantiis mobilibus 
sive non. Ita enim quattuor essent dupla ad duo secundum rationes numerorum si 
moverentur sicut si quiesce rent.’’ 

69 Buridanus, Metaphysica VI, 2 ed. cit. f.33va: “Queritur secundo, utrum 
philosophia speculativa bene dividatur in physicam, mathematicam et 
metaphysicam.’’ 

70 Metaphys. VI, 2 f.33 va/b: “Sed tunc considerandum est unde originaliter pro- 
veniat talis divisio. Et primo pono istam conclusionem. Et ista divisio non sumitur ex 
distinctione rerum extra animam existentium, scilicet consideratorum in istis tribus 
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threefold division in the realm of concepts. These sciences differ in that 
they respectively refer to ‘ mobile ’, ‘quantum * and l ens '. 71 

When I compare Buridan’s view on the proper object of 
mathematics with his remarks on arithmetic (our second example), it 
occurs to me how consistent he really is. In dealing with arithmetic, as 
we have seen, he always speaks of connotation of terms. He seems to 
have no problem with mathematical principles, as long as the terms 
have their proper connotation. When arithmetic is being drawn into 
the realm of reality, in other words, when arithmetic terms are being 
used in the suppositio personalis , then Buridan makes objections. 72 

By way of conclusion I think I can safely say, that Buridan has a 
tendency to place the objects of at least arithmetic on the level of the 
intellect. Mathematics also deals with terms, provided that they are 
not taken in the suppositio personalis , that is as referring to extra-mental 
reality. 

In Buridan’s view the relation of mathematical objects to reality is of 
a semantic nature and not a matter of abstraction. Everything points 
in the direction, that Buridan’s distinction between the reality of 
mathematical objects and the reality out there is stricter and more con¬ 
clusive than it is in the work of the other four authors. 

Conclusion 

The philosophical problem of the nature of mathematical objects 
still is an important topic in foundational research today. 73 With this 

scientiis, quoniam eedem res in istis tribus scientiis considerantur...Igitur ex con- 
sideratione rerum significatorum non potest bene dici quod ilia distinctio sumatur.” 

71 Metaphys. VI,2 f.33vb: “Ideo finaliter concludo quod ilia distinctio originaliter 
sumitur ex distinctione aliquorum principiorum incomplexorum, cum enim debeat 
sumi hec distinctio ex parte rationum sive conceptuum et tamen non ex parte com- 
plexorum, quia nec conclusionum nec principiorum. Sequitur quod ex parte incom¬ 
plexorum, sed tunc est difficile assignare qui sunt illi termini et quare non ita bene 
sunt alii. Ad quod ego dico quod illi termini sunt ‘ens’, ‘mobile’ et 
‘quantum’...(f.34ra)...Secundum etiam distinctionem illorum trium terminorum, ille 
tres scientie ponuntur contra se invicem distincte.” 

Even though in this passage concepts are on the same level as terms, it still would be 
better not to use the term conceptualism, in order to prevent the possible 
misunderstanding, that Buridan, in some way or another, would get his mathematical 
objects from reality by means of concepts. 

72 The terms suppositio and connotatio are Buridan’s own. It is evident from the con¬ 
text, that by suppositio here is meant suppositio personalis. 

73 For a survey of the different views on the nature of mathematical objects see for ex¬ 
ample Beth (1965) and more recently Resnik (1980). Lehman (1979) defends the 
theory that mathematical objects are real existing entities and that mathematical 
knowledge comes about by way of sensory perception. 
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in mind I have made an effort to spell out a little more some views that 
were held in the middle ages. 

Furthermore I have shown, I hope, that Buridan’s neglect of using 
mathematical arguments in natural philosophy is due to the very 
specific view he held on the nature of mathematical objects. In the 
first, and more specifically, in the second example we have quoted, it 
has become evident, that mathematics, according to Buridan, does not 
make statements on the reality of the res , because mathematical objects 
play on an entirely different level, and that mathematics may therefore 
not get involved in explaining the reality of those res. Buridan himself 
is very consistent in following this course, which is the course of 
semantic analyses. 

The traditional opposition Oxford/Paris, as mentioned in the in¬ 
troduction, still remains as it is, but I hope, that I have thrown a little 
more light on its background, especially with respect to Buridan’s 
position in this matter. 

Nijmegen 

Philosophisch Instituut K. U. 
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Vivarium XXIII, 1 (1985) 


Review 


Vitae Sanctae Wiboradae. Die altesten Lebensbeschreibungen der heiligen Wiborada. 
Einleitung, kritische Edition und Ubersetzung besorgt von Walter Berschin 
(Mitteilungen zur Vaterlandischen Geschichte, herausgegeben vom 
Historischen Verein des Kantons St. Gallen 51), Historischer Verein des 
Kantons St. Gallen 1983, 238 S. Pr. 40 Schw. Fr. 

Diese neue Ausgabe der beiden Vitae der heiligen Wiborada (Wiberat), der Rekluse 
aus St. Gallen, die 926 den Martyrertod durch die uberall Verheerung stiftenden 
Ungarn erlitt, ersetzt die Bollandistenausgabe aus 1680 (spaterer Teildruck der 
ersten Vita in MGH Scriptores 4, Hannover 1841, S. 452-457, der zweiten Vita von 
Mabillon, Acta Sanctorum OSB 5, 1685, S. 61-66). Das Verfasserproblem der 
alteren Vita scheint jetzt wohl gelost zu sein (Ekkehart I), ebenso wie Herimannus als 
Verfasser der zweiten Vita gesichert ist. 

Berschin hat Wichtiges zur Feststellung der Uberlieferungsgeschichte beigesteuert. 
Doch vor allem das Wiederauffinden der Augsburger Hs. (A) im Jahre 1975 durch 
R. Schmidt hat diese neue Ausgabe notwendig gemacht. Der Text ist im Vergleich 
mit der Ausgabe der Bollandisten an zahlreichen Stellen verbessert worden. Hatte 
man jedoch S. 184 nicht besser hortor mit Goldast und den Bollandisten handhaben 
konnen statt der handschriftlichen Uberlieferung ( hortar ) zu folgen? 

Im allgemeinen sind die Zitate sorgfaltig verzeichnet worden. Doch lasst sich 
Einiges nachtragen. Namentlich die vergilianischen Spuren (teilweise vielleicht auf 
dem Wege der poetischen Tradition) sind haufiger als sich aus den Angaben des 
Herausgebers ablesen lasst. Ich trage Folgendes nach: S. 38 Hec dies ultima, cf. Aen. 
9,759 ultimus ille dies; S. 52 litus optatum, cf. Aen. 1,172 optata ... harena; S. 60 per 
ordinem pando, cf. Aen. 3,179 ordine pando; S. 60 ad utrumque paratus, cf. Aen. 
2,61 in utrumque paratus; S. 68 mille nocendi artes = Aen. 7,338: bereits 
Hieronymus ( Ep. 14,4) hat die auf Allecto beziigliche Stelle christianisiert und wie in 
der Vita Wiboradae auf den Teufel ubertragen; S. 68 ilia immota manens, cf. Aen. 
10,696 ipsa immota manens; S. 82 fugite, o miseri, fugite = Aen. 3,639; S. 138 cum 
quies gratissima esset mortalibus, cf. Aen. 2,268-9 quies mortalibus ... gratissima; S. 
154 quid me cogis ... loqui, cf. Aen. 10,63 quid me alta silentia cogis rumpere; S. 198 
fama volabat, cf. Aen. 7,392 und 8,554 fama volat; S. 230 fervente opere, cf. Georg. 
4,169 und Aen. 1,436 fervet opus. 

Horatianisch ist S. 176 passis crinibus pedibusque nudis: cf. Horaz, Sermo 1,8,24 
pedibus nudis passoque capillo. Zu S. 112 (folia als Metapher der iiberschwenglichen 
Rhetorik) vergleiche man Hieronymus, In Isaiam 55,1 quae non est in foliis ac flore 
verborum und Gregorius Magnus, Ep. 5,53a verborum folia non perquiras. Der 
Ausdruck iam navigo in portu (S. 194) schliesst ebenso bei der Tradition an: Andr. 
480 (ego in portu navigo) und Sedulius (Ep. ad Macedonium : nunc in portu iam 
navigem). S. 196 quia sequentium rerum certitudo est praeteritarum exhibitio - 
Gregorius Magnus, Horn, in ev. 1,1 (PL 76, 1078C). 
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Die Belege der biblischen oder liturgischen Reminiszenzen lassen sich ebenso 
vermehren: S. 42 Vespere sabbati quae lucescit, cf. Mt. 28,1; S. 44 potestas ligandi et 
solvendi, cf. Mt. 16,19; S. 126 per lavacrum regenerationis = Tit. 3,5; S. 126 in 
adoptionem filiorum Dei receptam, cf. Gal. 4,5, Eph. 1,5; S. 140 per hec oportuit il¬ 
ium intrare in gloriam suam, cf. Luc. 24,26 non oportuit ... et ita intrare in gloriam 
suam; S. 146 de bono thesauro cordis sui = Luc. 6,45; S. 146 in vestimentis ovium = 
Mt. 7,15; S. 146 dispergens dedit pauperibus, cf. Ps. 111,9 dispersit, dedit 
pauperibus; S. 156 educitur panis de terra, cf. Ps. 103,14 ut educas panem de terra; 
S. 212 fluentem ceram a facie ignis, cf. Ps. 67,3 sicut fluit cera a facie ignis; S. 228 
salus omnium in te sperantium, cf. Oratio zum Feste der h. Monnica: in te speran- 
tium salus; S. 230 aspirando praevenire et adiuvando prosequi, cf. Oratio des 
Osternfestes: quae praeveniendo aspiras, etiam adiuvando prosequere. 

Die Ubersetzung verdient die Pradikate lesbar und genau. Nur an einigen Punkten 
konnte man anderer Meinung sein. Als Wiborada den funfzigsten Psalm auswendig 
lernen wollte (S. 40), “gurtete sie sich hurtig zur Betrachtung' ’, aber ad meditandum 
bedeutet in diesem Zusammenhang “um zu rezitieren” (siehe fur diesen Hebraismus 
Thes. L.L. 8,579 “de hominibus eloquentibus”; Ps. 36,30 os iusti meditabitur ( = 
loquetur) sapientiam; Prov. 8,7 veritatem meditabitur guttur meum). S. 90 sancta 
virgo que desperata iacebat wird von Berschin iibersetzt: “die heilige Jungfrau, die 
hoffnungslos darniederlag” (aber despcratus ist: “von den Arzten aufgegeben”). S. 200 
o detestabile vitium avaricie, cuius potio cum sit sitis sui amatores omnia exquirere terra 
et mari sollicitat; Berschin iibersetzt: “O du abscheuliches Laster der Habgier, dessen 
Getrank seine Verehrer, wenn sie Durst haben, reizt, alles zu Wasser und zu Land zu 
durchforschen” Ich mochte vorschlagen: “O du abscheuliches Laster der Habgier, 
das, da das Trinken davon zu gleich Durst (= Wachsen des Durstes) bedeutet , seine 
Verehrer etc.” Dass die potio in Bezug auf die avaritia mit der sitis gleichgesetzt wird, 
findet sich auch anderswo in der christlichen Literatur. Zusammenfassend: eine 
sorgfaltige und wohl endgiiltige Textausgabe (auch typographisch schon gemacht), in 
der allerdings die klassischen und biblischen Zitate und Anspielungen nicht erschop- 
fend verzeichnet worden sind. 

Nijmegen G. Bartelink 
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Vivarium XXIII, 2 (1985) 


Martin M. Tweedale on Abailard . 
Some Criticisms of a Fascinating Venture 


L. M. DE RIJK 


Some years ago Martin M. Tweedale wrote a book on a quite 
fascinating subject: Abailard on Universals (North Holland Publishing 
Company, Amsterdam, New York, Oxford, 1976). One has no dif¬ 
ficulty in agreeing with Tweedale’s remark ( Preface , p. ix) that “if and 
when a complete history of logic in the West is written, Abailard’s 
ideas will appear one of the ablest and most penetrating efforts” to 
establish a philosophical foundation for the solution of one of the most 
intriguing problems of philosophy, which goes under the label of the 
‘question of universals’. Indeed, Richard J. Aaron was entirely wrong 
in that he considered it impossible to understand Abailard’s answer to 
this question ( The Theory of Universals , Oxford, 1967, p. 13). He even 
went so far as to make the general claim that “on the critical side 
Abailard is excellent, but when he himself attempts to give a positive 
theory, he fails to do so”. It is however the case that Aaron confined 
himself to using McKeon’s translation (dating from as early as 1929), 
which only contains a number of the relevant texts (I, 208-58), and 
does not cover the important expositions found in Abailard’s most 
mature work on the subject {Log. Nostr. petit.). 

Bernard Geyer, the editor of the Log. Nostr. petit. , also contributed 
to the misinterpretation of Abailard’s answer to the question of 
universals. Writing in 1913, he contended that Abailard “on the one 
hand combats the view that things agree in a res or essentia\ and on the 
other he says the contrary, that they agree in something”. In this way 
Geyer originated the opinion that Abailard’s treatment of the ques¬ 
tion was obscure and inconsistent. However, in his Untersuchungen 
(1933), added to his edition of the Log. Nostr. petit, he revised—for 
good reasons—his interpretation to the effect that he no longer saw 
any contradiction in Abailard’s discussion of the matter. 

Mr. Tweedale’s study is bound to give any of his readers the firm 
impression that, as a logician, Peter Abailard has accomplished a 
tremendous achievement. Unfortunately, however, Tweedale, like 
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Aaron and the ‘early’ Geyer, is on the wrong track in claim¬ 
ing—throughout his study—that the modern interpreter has to “fer¬ 
ret” Abailard’s answers out of “rather obscure passages” (p. 7), and 
that he is inconsistent (p. x and passim). Tweedale has failed to ap¬ 
preciate Abailard’s lucidity and clear language. He has missed the 
point several times and more than once this is due to his defective 
knowledge of Latin. However, let me not move too hurriedly to my 
conclusion. 

In writing this book, the author had two main objectives in mind, 
as we learn from the Preface. First, “to present in a form easily ac¬ 
cessible to professional philosophers, theologians and historians those 
scattered portions of Abailard’s logical writings which seem to record 
a very original scrutiny of the foundations of logic and in particular 
the problem of unversals”. Secondly, “to interpret the texts in a way 
that would connect them with the ancient tradition and also make 
them intelligible to contemporary philosophers.” So chapters I and II 
try to give an insight into the classical and post-classical background. 
The core of the essay is to be found in Chapters III—V; Chapter VI 
contains a comparison between Abailard and Frege. 

Without doubt, the author has succeeded in enlarging the modern 
scholar’s acquaintance with, and admiration of, Abailard as a logician 
and early Medieval philosopher and theologian. Even someone who 
has had only a glimpse of the contents of this rich essay, cannot help 
experiencing a kind of thrill on realising that he is meeting in Peter 
Abailard a remarkable and original thinker. 

However, to write a successful book something more is needed. To 
my mind the author was heavily hampered in realising the two objec¬ 
tives he had set himself, as a result of his poor knowledge of (both 
classical and Medieval) Latin grammar and syntax. Sometimes his 
judgment of Abailard’s achievements is incorrect, for no other reason 
than his inability to correctly read Abailard’s concise language. 

To keep this article to manageable size I will confine myself to a 
number of major errors I have found in Chapters III and IV of the 
essay on Abailard, although Tweedale’s exposition of the doctrines of 
Plato, Aristotle and Boethius and his translation of their words are 
sometimes highly reproachable. 

p. 91: in delineating the second ‘hard’ Porphyrian question, 
Tweedale (henceforth T.) omits the core term essentiae : “are the 
genera and species corporeal or incorporeal things (<essentiae )?” The 
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short glossary added (pp. 14-5) by T. to his introductory chapter 
renders essentia = ‘essence, thing’. Now, T. knows very well that all 
twelfth-century authors use ‘ essentia ’ concretively for ‘thing’, where 
‘thing’ stands either for some individual thing taken as a whole (or the 
being of such an individual) or some individual property inhering in 
such an individual. It should be noticed that in this connection ‘con- 
cretive’ refers to individuality rather than materiality. For this reason 
I would prefer to avoid the ambiguous translation ‘essence’ and rather 
render essentia as being in that broad sense which is as loose in English 
as is that of the Latin essentia when used by twelfth-century 
philosophers and theologians. It is remarkable that although T. is ful¬ 
ly aware (see p. 96 ff.; cf. his correct remark on p. 153) of this sense of 
essentia in twelfth-century authors, he still translates phrases such as 
penitus in essentia idem (or identitas , p. 143) as ‘identical in essence’ (and 
the like, passim) rather than as ‘materially identical’, as opposed to 
‘formally identical’. Even in cases where ‘thing’ clearly is the ap¬ 
propriate translation, T. gives (e.g. pp. 112, 117, 146, 206, 229, and 
on many other occasions) the confusing translation essence. 

pp. 93-4: sedprofecto ... inciperet : should be: “No doubt this seems to 
have been (Aristotle’s) line of thought {ratio) that he considered the 
(well-known) ten nouns in which ... etc. ” T.’s translation is rather 
loose for one thing, and definitely incorrect for another. The final 
sentence contains the adverb quasi and so could not fail to confuse T. 
so that he makes a howler of major importance. The Latin quasi 
always has a causal function, even if sometimes this function is 
something which the speaker merely claims, so that quasi comes to 
mean something like ‘since, in the speaker’s mind’, and is, accord¬ 
ingly, the equivalent of the English phrase ‘as if, ‘as though’. In the 
passage concerned the text runs as follows: ideoque ea superposuit ceteris 
quasi prima naturaliter et digniora rerum continentia. First, the use of the 
determinative word ideo , which has been omitted by T. (as single 
words are quite often ignored in his translations, especially where they 
are unfavourable to T.’s interpretation) and refers to the following 
quasi (‘for that reason that...’) definitely excludes any possibility of 
taking quasi here for ‘as though’. Secondly, the ‘as though’ translation 
(found in T.: “he put them over the others as though they were .. .etc. ”) 
implies that Abailard does not share the Aristotelian view involved 
here, whereas the context clearly proves he does. Furthermore, T.’s 
translation of the final sentence contains a syntax error and another 
major mistake. He links prima to genera and renders quasi prima 
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naturaliter et digniora rerum continentia thus: 4 ‘as though they were 
naturally first and contained the nobler things” in stead of thus: “since 
they contain those elements in things (viz. their universal characters) 
which are naturally first and of a higher rank”. To take (with T.) 
digniora rerum to mean the ‘nobler things’ implies some sort of mental 
block, if not a general inability to properly understand Latin. 

p. 108: first, velle in such contexts means just ‘to pretend’, ‘to 
claim’, rather than ‘to wish’. Unde nec Socrates praeter accidentia ... esse 
potest should be rendered as “so S. can no more exist without his ac¬ 
cidents.” (T. has the quite incomprehensible: “over and about”). 
Quare eorum fundamentum non est means: “Consequently he is no basis 
etc. ” Similarly the next passage should run: “just as a man is not the 
basis for the differences” (instead of the pointless: “there is no man 
etc.”). 

pp. 137-8: and elsewhere. T. uses inverted commas (‘substantia’, 
‘hie aer’) indiscriminately both in cases of autonymous use of a term 
and for other purposes. He charges the editor of the Dialectica (who 
makes a clear distinction between the autonymous use of words, in¬ 
dicated by inverted commas on the one hand, and words being used to 
stand for genera and species, indicated by italics, on the other) with 
inconsistency. However, T.’s practice seems to make the text less 
clear. So in his translation we indiscriminately meet phrases such as 
“ ‘substance’ signifies” for ‘the term ‘substance’ signifies’ and rather 
obscure ones such as: “if ‘air’ is the species of this individual which is 
‘this air’ and ‘air’ signifies etc. Indeed ‘air’ signifies, but ‘air’ is not 
the species of ‘this air’ but air is the species of this air. 

p. 143: Universale is the subject term in hoc contrahit , not Aristotle. 
Further, sermones universales esse means: ‘that expressions are 
universal’, rather than ‘are universals’. 

p. 144: The opening sentence of this quotation contains a big 
howler. Abailard is here discussing another opinion about universals 
(i alia de universalibus sentential Log. Nostr. petit ., p. 522, 10 ff. ed. Geyer). 
On p. 522, 33 ff. he makes some objections to it: Primum enim quaeritur 
cur sermones, et non voces, esse univer sales astruant , which T. wrongly 
translates as: “first it is asked why expressions but not utterances are 

construed as universal” instead of as: “why . they (i.e. the 

adherents to the view under discussion) claim ... etc.” Notice that 
astruant is not a passivum and astruere is not construere. Further the 
sentence: idest habet in se rem diffiniti should read: illud habet etc. 


84 




p. 145 profecto (which word is nearly always not translated by T.) il- 
lud quodpraedicatur de pluribus etc., nullatenus difjinitionem generis did posse 
inveniet means: “he will find that the phrase ( illud ): ‘which is 
predicated of many etc. ’ can in no way be called the definition of 
genus’’. In rendering “that which is predicated” T. completely 
misses the point, which leads him to quite an erroneous judgment of 
Abailard’s thrust in this argumentation as we shall see shortly. The 
final sentence Aliter enim.... habeat is incorrectly translated by T., in 
that he takes aliter to mean ‘otherwise’ (“otherwise, it could be ... 
etc.” instead of “in another way”). Thus we should connect in the 
construction: aliter...non....nisi, the word aliter with nisi. T.’s wrong 
translation apparently leads him to mistake poterit for posset. The result 
of T.’s erroneous translation is that he arrives at the exact opposite of 
what Abailard really is saying. 

It should be noticed, then, that T. reproaches Abailard that his 
“proposal has a superficial plausibility, but obviously a determined 
opponent would have much more to say; for example (T. goes on) one 
could also object that on Abailard’s view we should also be able to 
predicate ‘is predicable of many etc.’ of utterances, and not just ‘is 
that which is predicable of many etc.’ ”. The attentive reader who 
does understand Abailard’s words will easily see that the reproach is 
founded merely on T.’s misreading the text. 

p. 146-7. On these pages the key sentences of Abailard’s exposition 
are discussed. As a whole, T.’s interpretation is here sound, but he 
has apparently missed many subtle details in Abailard’s exposition, 
(see my The Semantical Impact of Abailard's Solution of the Problem of 
Universal in: Petrus Abaelardus (1079-1142), Person, Werk und 
Wirkung ed. Rudolf Thomas a.o. Trier 1980, 139-151). First, we 
again find T.’s less than fortunate rendering of essentia: ‘haec essentia 
vocis’ should definitively not mean the rather clumsy “this essence of 
utterance” (whatever that might mean!), but just “this individual 
word”, viz. that word which Abailard had written on a sheet of paper 
(on the black board of the schoolroom, so to speak). 

For that matter, what are we, generally speaking, to understand by 
such phrases as ‘this essence of utterance’, ‘this matter of Socrates’, 
where the positioning of the demonstrative pronoun is a little 
remarkable, to say the least? Would you not rather expect then: essen¬ 
tia huius vocis (the essence of this utterance)? Furthermore, in the case 
of “this matter of Socrates” the reader cannot help but think of mere- 
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ly the material component of the creature involved. (See also below, 
ad p. 147). 

In his note 15 (p. 146) T. claims that “the Latin status is used with 
nouns in both the nominative and the genitive case, e.g. ‘ status animal ’ 
here and ‘ status lapidis ’ on p. 143; the English word ‘type’ is used in 
two analogous constructions, e.g. ‘type animal’ and ‘type of 
animal’ ”. However, T.’s introduction of such a distinction again 
testifies to his ignorance of the ins and outs of the Latin language, 
since any such connection of two substantive nouns in the same casus 
is a fundamental offence against Latin idiom. To be more precise, 
English expressions such as “the noun, ‘king’ ” always runs in Latin: 
nomen regis , never nomen, rex . Only combinations in which the other 
part is a proper noun are exception to this rule. Thus “the city of 
Rome” is urbs Roma , not urbs Romae. The rule is, indeed, so strong, 
even in post-classical (including medieval Latin), that an English 
phrase such as ‘the word man’ invariably runs in Latin: ‘ nomen 
hominis ’ and in case this expression be felt to be ambiguous (since it 
might also mean ‘the name of the man’) use is made of what was the 
old French definite article 7f, or of circumscriptions such as ‘hoc 
quod dico’ and the like. Another procedure to avoid confusion is to 
use an apposition, whereby the original word-order is inverted and 
the main substantive is put in apposition (the so-called apponendo con¬ 
struction). So to preclude ambiguity medieval authors (e.g. Abailard, 
Ockham) write “rex, hoc (or: illud) nomen ” (to mean “the noun or 
name, ‘king’ ”), and this in contradistinction to the phrase ‘ nomen 
regis ’ when it is used to stand for ‘the name of the King’ or ‘the King’s 
name’ (taken in opposition either to the King’s crown, stables etc., or to 
other people’s names). However, phrases such as ‘nomen, rex’ are 
simply impossible in Latin. Likewise an expression such as ‘ status 
animal 7 is definitely never used but should run ‘ status animalis ’ or 
‘ animal , hie ( ille ) status ’. 

Therefore, status animal , which is also read by Geyer (in his other¬ 
wise admirable edition) must be wrong. I have inspected the (only) 
manuscript and it does read aV, which is the usual abbreviation for 
animal , instead of af (= animalis ), but these abbreviations resemble 
each other so closely as to make their confusion very frequent. It 
should be noticed, moreover, that anyone who is well acquainted with 
Latin idiom (as the medieval readers usually were) would actually in¬ 
terpret, if not read, the abbreviation al\ preceded by status as animalis. 
The (correct) reading of status lapidis , which is mentioned by T. and 
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wrongly opposed to (imaginary!) formulas such as ‘status animal’ is, 
no doubt, mainly due to the far more different abbreviations for lapis 
and lapidis. Incidentally, in Logica Nostrorum petitioni , p. 515, 20 ed. 
Geyer (Tweedale p. 97) the clumsy: animal\ natura scilicet substantia 
animalis sensibilis should likewise read: animalis natura , scilicet etc. It 
should be remarked in this connection that T. correctly renders (p. 
163) nomen ( hominis 3 subiectum as “the subject noun ‘man’ ”, as well as 
on p. 206 correctly translates causae nomine as: “by the noun, 
‘cause’ 

Again p. 146: Conversae harum, scilicet ‘vox est genus 3 vel ‘vox est species 3 , 
non sunt concedendae, cum per Mas communitas essentiae ostendatur, quae 
similiter in omnibus reperitur should be rendered as: “their converses, 
viz. ‘the utterance [i.e. ‘animal’ instanced before by Abailard] is a 
genus’, or ‘the utterance [i.e. homo] is a species’ are not to be conced¬ 
ed, although {cum) they assert material identity (between the utterance 
‘animal ’ and the genus animal , since ‘ animal ’ is a generic word 
(generale vocabulum)). T. renders cum as since, and in so doing seems 
to wrongly suggest that the cum sentence should introduce the reason 
for rejecting these propositions. In this connection, the conjunction 
‘cum 3 might be taken to mean since, at least, if one were to understand 
the text as meaning something like: “to concede those propositions 
since {cum) there is after all material identity (which is indeed an ap¬ 
parent reason for converting the original proposition) is, all the same, 
not allowed”; in such caes however, modern languages prefer to 
render cum by although. 

p. 147: Socrates est materia Socratis should be read Socrates est (haec ) 
materia Socratis = “Socrates is this material thing, Socrates”, where 
the insertion of haec (which is missing in our ms.) is indispensable to 
an adequate conversion, which is what Abailard intends. T. wrongly 
translates this as “the matter of Socrates”, which suggests that 
Abailard is speaking of Socrates’ material component. However, the 
genitive case Socratis is unavoidable in Latin in cases where in English 
one can say: “This material thing, viz. Socrates”, and this because of 
the rule which I have mentioned before {ad p. 146, n. 15). As a matter 
of fact the Latin genitive is here used as a so-called genitivus explicativus, 
as in limen mortis meaning ‘the threshold death is’ (viz. that between 
being alive and being dead), rather than: “the threshold of death” (in 
opposition to death itself), which, of course, might be expressed by the 
same Latin phrase, limen mortis, where the genitive has the same func¬ 
tion as it has in pars domus (part of the house). 
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It seems to be of some use to say a few words about the phrase ‘haec 
essentia vocis ’ used by Abailard in the same passage. T. translates (p. 
146): “this essence of an utterance” which sounds rather strange, to 
say the least; again one would expect 4 essentia huius vocis ’ (“the essence 
of this utterance”). However, T.’s main failure is his translation of 
essentia (‘essence’ instead of ‘thing’), a failure, it is true, which might 
well be the result of his being unacquainted with the golden rule I 
have mentioned before. Following the rule, haec essentia vocis means 
“this thing, viz. the utterance”, or “this utterance qua thing”, and, of 
course, not the clumsy ‘this thing of the utterance’. It should be 
recalled that phrases such as haec essentia lapidis or haec substantia lapidis 
are used (especially by twelfth-century authors) to stand for ‘this thing 
(or being), stone’, and ‘this substance, stone’, respectively (in op¬ 
position to ‘essentia (substantia) huius lapidis ’ (= the essence 
(substance) of this stone), the slight difference, if any, between the two 
expressions resting on the fact that haec essentia lapidis is focussed on the 
stone’s being, whereas ‘haec substantia lapidis ’ focuses rather on its 
subsistent nature. 

p. 147: His ita determinate = “Ascertained ail this”, rather than 
“Granted all this”. 

p. 148: Immo dicimus ei esse oppositum does, of course, not mean: 
“Rather we say the opposite of this” (why does T. omit the infinitive 
esse?) but “we rather say that it is its opposite” (lit.: ‘opposite to it’). 
Regarding the next sentence it should be remarked that in phrases 
such as Quod quando the word quod is not a causal conjunction 
(‘because’) as it was wrongly taken by T., but merely a neuter relative 
which turns the formula into a so-called ‘relative conjunction or 
association’, which is also found in the well-known somewhat archaic 
combination quodsi which stands for ‘if or ‘and if. Incidentally, like 
quite a few of the medieval authors who are well acquainted with 
Latin and Latin literature of the classical period, Abailard is fond of 
using archaic (or poetical) words and expressions, even in his non¬ 
literary works. His intensive classical education indeed left its mark in 
his choice of words and syntactic possibilities. In short, people like 
Peter Abailard (and his friend, Peter the Venerable, among others) 
were well versed in the Latin language, and had a rich copia verborum at 
their disposed. 

p. 149: Of course Latin movere is often used in philosophical texts 
for ‘to change’. However, movere in esse means nothing else but ‘to 
bring into being (existence)’. 
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p. 154 ff. T. proffers his interpretation with some reservation, it 
seems (“I believe he ( = Abailard) is implying ,, ). Now, TVs (correct) 
interpretation may find perfect support in Abailard’s own words, 
which are clear enough, it should be stressed. However, T. seems to 
have missed the decisive linguistic turns in Abailard’s expositions. In 
other cases, too, when T. makes suggestions (p. 159) about Abailard’s 
intention, he falls victim to his own poor knowledge of Latin. Indeed, 
to suggest that ‘‘the predicate ‘is this matter of Socrates’ means 
roughly the same as ‘serves as the matter or material for Socrates’ ” is 
quite superfluous. The correct translation of the text (see above) 
proves that the difficulties which T. is tackling here so industriously 
are in fact of his own making. When he says (p. 159): “I suspect 
Abailard did think of the first sentence as an identity ‘in essence’ and 
thus somewhat analogous to what holds between utterances and ex¬ 
pressions, but I have found no firm evidence for this conjecture”, our 
reply must be: “No need for any guessing, Sir, if only you are able to 
understand Abailard”, or to quote the famous words of Alberic of 
Paris, reported in an anonymous Perihermeneias commentary (found in 
Berlin, Lat. Fol. 624, f. 92 ra), “bene dixisti quod non invenisti, quia 
non intellexisti” (“quite right, Sir: you did not find it, indeed, since 
you failed to understand”). 

p. 164: non quod in eis predicatur subiecto predicatum, sed quia subiecto 
apponitur, facit enuntiationem is translated by T. (rather strangely) as: 
“it is just that in them the predicate is not (!) predicated of the subject; 
rather, that it is attached to the subject it (!) makes a declarative 
sentence”. How on earth can Alberic of Paris (who is quoted here) 
claim that in a proposition the predicate is not predicated of the sub¬ 
ject? Of course, the man does not maintain any such unexpected but 
merely says that its (i.e. the predicate’s) being predicated is not the 
cause that...*/r. Incidentally, quod is not ‘ because ’ but ‘ the fact that'. So 
we should translate: “it is not the fact that in them the predicate is 
predicated of the subject but rather its being attached to the subject, 
which makes (produces) a declarative sentence”. Indeed, this was 
Alberic’s analysis of such propositions. 

p. 165: si res omnesformas ... amitterent does, of course, not mean T.’s 
clumsy: “if all things sent out forms” but “if things would loose all 
their forms”, omnes going with formas , not with res , and amittere (‘to 
loose’) not being the same as dimittere (‘to send away’). 

p. 168: “It seems to me that Abailard would allow ... etc.”, T. 
cautiously remarks. In fact, Abailard is most explicit on this account, 
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but, as so often, T.’s lack of real acquaintance with Latin (and 
especially the usage of Abailard, who wrote a clear, and mostly quite 
vivid Latin), prevents him from understanding what Abailard is try¬ 
ing to explain here. 

p. 169 ff. T.’s talk of idea (for intellectus ) which I have already cen¬ 
sured once, is most unfortunate in this section, where 4 intellectus ’ 
stands throughout for a mental act : ‘understanding’, ‘intellection’, 
not some product of it. The sentence ...cum quidem de conjusione quae 
imaginationis erat, ad intellectum per rationem ducitur runs in T.’s rather 
enigmatic translation (which contains the howler of mistaking the 
adverb quidem for the pronoun quod and taking cum with the indicative 
mood to mean ‘since’) as follows: “since what from confusion 
belonged to imagination has been led by reasoning to an idea”, in¬ 
stead of the clear statement found in our author: “... when namely the 
mind [the subject still being the animus mentioned some lines before] is 
led by rationally proceeding from the vagueness which was inherent to 
the imagination to an intellection [in which the mind really comes to 
discern the true natures of things]”. Of course, to arrive at a correct 
understanding of the passage, it is quite indispensable to know that (1) 
cum with the indicative is not since; (2) quidem is not quod ; (3) animus is 
the subject of ducitur ; (4) ducitur is in the present tense; (5) rendering 
“what from confusion” would require the partitive genitive confusionis 
instead of 'de conjusione'. Finally, in the next sentence (rei similitudine 
contentus est ) animus is still the subject. Moreover, contentus does not 
mean associated but content. 

p. 170 ff. T.’s whole attempt to exculpate Abailard from any sug¬ 
gestion of some intermediate “sense datum” is completely 
superfluous. That T. felt the need to do so may be viewed as an 
unpleasant outcome of his repeated but incorrect equation of intellectus 
and idea. Incidentally, it is quite incomprehensible that, even in the 
opposition, sensus ... intellectus , T. manages to (correctly) take sensus to 
mean the act of sensing and still persists in wrongly taking intellectus to 
mean idea. In rendering nec intellectus forma est rei quam concipit as 
“neither is the idea (!) the form of the thing it grasps”, T. again forces 
Abailard into the clumsy view that ideas conceive of ideas. As for that, 
how can anybody possibly translate Abailard’s definition of intellectus 
(intellectus actio est quaedam animae) “the idea (!) is a certain 
action”? 

p. 171 Here T. has succeeded convincing us of his ability to fall in¬ 
to any possible syntactic pitfall a passage offers. Whereas our text 
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speaks of vera quadratura et vera altitudo (correctly translated by T.), the 
translator connects, some lines below, vera with forma instead of 
quadratura et altitudo . Mere consistency could have prevented him from 
doing so. From the introduction given to the passage by T. 
(“Abailard resists etc.”) it is clear that T. did not properly understand 
it. 

p. 172 contains another noticeable howler: animam illud esse, quae is 
rendered as “the mind that is that which” (/), where the translator 
goes so far as to link the neuter illud (which refers to instar mentioned 
some four lines before) to the feminine anima. Desperate needs lead to 
desperate deeds! The instar of which Abailard is speaking is that 
counterpart in the human mind which represents something existing 
in the outside world. Abailard instances our perception of a tower and 
asks for its status. Some people hold, he says, (the Aristotelian view) 
that the mind itself is that instar, and in so doing they see the human 
mind in terms of its capacity to form itself so as to express likenesses of 
this or that thing (singularum rerum, which T. has obviously misread as 
singularium rerum), in such a way that it transforms itself into those 
likenesses. Abailard rejects any such identification and is not willing 
to view the instar as a form, or a substance either. I think that T.’s 
translation of ‘image’ for instar unduly facilitates Abailard’s rejection 
of the opponents’ view. For that matter, to translate ‘instar’ as image is 
to neglect the proper connotation (‘counterpart’, ‘equal’, ‘substitute’) 
which the word instar clearly has. 

p. 176: Cum enim hunc hominem tantum attendo in natura substantiae 
means: “ For (or: indeed), when I attend to this man, in the nature of 
substance only ” rather that what T. (omitting enim) makes out of 
Abailard’s words: “When I attend only to this man in the nature of 
substance”. 

nihil nisi quod in ea (feminine!) est, intelligo means: “I understand only 
what is in that thing (not: in him).” Likewise in the next sentence earn 
is not him. 

Non enim res hoc tantum habet sed tantum attenditur ut hoc habens does, of 
course, not mean: “for he does not have only this thing (res hoc, nota 
bene!), but he is only attended to as having this”, but simply: “for the 
thing does not have only this (property) but rather is only attended to 
as having this”. 

p. 177: Non enim ad hoc imagines in animo colligo praesentialiter ut 
praesentialiter sic esse attendam sed sic antea contigisse vel contingendum esse 
should be rendered as: “For I do not at present gather images in my 
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mind such as to attend to their being so at present, but rather to their 
having happened so before or going to happen.” T. did not correctly 
discern the meaning of the phrase ut praesentialiter , which is the key 
notion of the passage and he also omits the crucial sic both times and 
comes to render: 4 'For I do not now gather images in my mind [just] 
so that I may attend presently to what is but also (rendering sic?) that I 
may presently (?) attend to what happened before or what is going to 
happen”. In the final sentence of this passage the phrase sanae 
conceptionis esse does not mean: "to be associated with valid 
conceptions”, as it is rendered by T., but: "To be the product of 
soundly conceiving.” T. obviously does not know of this use of the 
Latin genitive. 

p. 179: The first word inductis has not been translated by T. 
Moreover, astruere means 'to confirm’ (especially said of authorities 
which provide some 'adstruction’ to one’s view); T.’s translation ‘to 
think’ is wrong. The reader is next surprised by a horrible translation 
of a key passage: Sed profecto cum eas ab intellectibus diversas facimus, iam 
praeter rem et intellectum tertia exiit nominum significatio. T. translates this as 
follows (the italics are mine and indicate where offences are committed 
against Latin grammar or idiom): "But since we make them the nouns 
diverse by ideas, then there will be besides the thing and the idea still a 
third signification for nouns”. We may pose the preliminary question of 
what on earth could be meant by a third signification of the noun in this 
context. In fact, the noun’s significatio is itself the 'third thing’ meant 
by Abailard. This absurd translation could have been avoided if T. 
had been well enough acquainted with the well-known predicative use of 
adjectives, and so knew the important difference between tertia exiit 
nominum significatio and exiit tertia nominum significatio. As is usual with 
those who are devoid of any real acquaintance with a foreign 
language, as is the present reviewer in the case of the English 
language, one mistake leads to another. Note that (1) cum goes with 
the indicative here; (2) eas is feminine and cannot possibly refer to 
nomina; (3) ab = ‘by’ only when used in passive sentences and (4) as far 
as living beings are concerned; (5) here diversus goes with ab and means 
‘different from ’; (6) iam is often used to announce an inevitable 
conclusion; (7) exiit is perfect tense; (8) tertia is predicatively used; and 
(9) nominum is a genitive, not a dative...., and you will easily see that 
T.’s translation is totally wrong and should run something like this: 
"But certainly (profecto omitted by T.) in that [the so-called cum iden- 
ticum\ we are making them [ = viz. the common forms, mentioned 
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before, not the nouns] as diverse from the intellections, then in- 
avoidably ( iam) besides the thing and the intellection, signification has 
come out (‘emerged 5 ) as a third ‘thing 5 (‘factor 5 or ‘ingredient 5 ) 55 . 
Thus T. 5 s misunderstanding of what Abailard says made him miss 
the crucial point, viz. Abailard’s contradistinction of forms and in¬ 
tellections (not of nouns and intellections which is found in T.’s 
translation). 

p. 180: Omnis intellectus intelligens hominem est intelligens hunc vel ilium. 
Tunc quippe medius terminus servaretur et coniunctio terminorum extremorum 
per eum recte procederet, sed falsa est assumptio. T. renders this as “Every 
idea (!) that thinks (sic!) of man thinks of this or that man. Then ob¬ 
viously we keep the same middle term and we correctly go on to the 
joining of the extreme terms. 55 In so doing he neglects the modus irrealis 
(servare/ttr, procedure/), fails to take coniunctio as a nominative 
(subject!) and omits per eum. Note that the Ms has (at 531, 12) 
argumentum recte procederet (which was overlooked by Geyer). 

p. 181: Auditor non habet quod (Geyer’s quid is an error) rationaliter in- 
telligat. One must be reminded of the expression: non habeo quod vivam 
(subjunctive) which means ‘I have nothing to live on 5 . So we have to 
translate the above as follows: “The hearer does not have something 
to rationally think of 5 . Hac voce prolata is not “by this spoken expres¬ 
sion 55 but an ablativus absolutus construction; the translation is thus 
something like: “this expression having been pronounced 55 , ...etc. 

p. 182: T. says that in the opaque sense of an utterance we do not 
really have a grammatical object for the verb and he speaks of an 
‘apparent object 5 . However, the grammarians do speak of an object in 
such cases, the so-called internal object (as in ‘to fight a fight 5 , ‘to die a 
death 5 ), where the speaker intends to describe the action itself, mostly 
with an adjective noun added to the substance involved; thus, for in¬ 
stance, fortem pugnam pugnare 5 which equals fortiter pugnare'. 

pp. 204 ff. : Here T. discusses the ‘common cause of application 5 of 
universal nouns. In this connection (as in others, see above, ad p. 146) 
Abailard uses the key term status which T. renders as type. E.g. in statu 
hominis = “in the type of a man 55 . For one thing, I do not understand 
the indefinite article here used by T. (‘a man 5 ). For another, I do not 
think that the term ‘type 5 is a happy one. In fact, Abailard himself 
gives us a clear (operational) definition of status , when he says (Log. 
Ingred. 20, 3-4): cum scilicet hunc et ilium (sc. hominem) in statu hominis, 
idest in eo quod sunt homines, convenire dicimus = “when we say that this 
and that man agree in the status of man, in their being-men , that is 55 . T. 
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too strongly renders in eo quod sunt homines as “in this: that they are 
men”. However, such a translation is only due to an ignorance of the 
fact that, from Boethius onwards, the formula in eo quod sunt {est ) is 
frequently used whenever Latin writers intend to avoid barbarisms 
such as in essendo (Greek authors may of course write en toi einai and, 
from the fourteenth century onwards, the phrase in essendo is indeed 
often found). Thus Abailard clearly takes status hominis to stand for 
‘being {a ) man'. This status is said not to be an essentia , which would 
have to be here rendered as ‘thing 5 , not ‘essence 5 as T. wrongly has 
(p. 205; and passim). 

Two lines further on, Abailard repeats: Statum autem hominis ipsum 
esse hominem, quod non est res , vocamus ; which means: “we call, then 
{autem), the status of man just {ipsum) the being a man [rather than ‘that 
he is a man 5 , I would think] which is not a ‘thing 5 {res)". He adds: 
quod etiam diximus communem causam impositionis nominis which we have 
to translate as “ and this (litt. which) is also what we have called the 
common cause of the application of a noun 55 , rather than with T. as: 
“we also say that ...etc." 

Next Abailard goes on to show that we often speak of causes where 
non-real ‘things 5 are involved. E.g. “he was whipped because he is 
unwilling to go to the forum”; here non vult ad forum , Abailard adds, 
nulla est essentia. Then he cocludes: 

Statum quoque hominis res ipsas, in [Geyer’s emendation of the Ms reading non 
which is maintained by Tweedale] natura hominis statutas, possumus appellare. 
Quarum communem similitudinem ille concepit qui vocabulum imposuit. (Lop. 
Ingred. 20, 12-14) 


As it stands the Ms reading seems to be defective and non natura is 
rather clumsy. However, T. who has paid much attention to the Latin 
text of this passage, maintains it and translates “we cannot call etc." 
which is of course entirely impossible. If non is maintained the nega¬ 
tion can only determine what immediately follows; so either natura or 
the whole phrase natura hominis statutas , but never the verb possumus. 
This much seems to be certain, namely, that Abailard tries to give an 
alternative interpretation of the term ‘status 5 through an allusion to 
the verb statuere. That he is giving an alternative explanation is sup¬ 
ported by quoque (‘also’), which has been omitted by T., and is indeed 
destructive of his interpretation. Besides, on T.’s interpretation one 
can neither properly understand the final sentence where Abailard 
relates the common application of the common noun to the res ipsae of 
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the previous sentence and, thus, ascribes to them the very function 
which he had ascribed, some lines before, to status itself. (20, 3-6) 

For that reason the reading ‘non' is undoubtedly wrong and an af¬ 
firmative sentence is absolutely necessary here, quite apart from the 
fact that the location of non in the Ms rules out the negative utterance 
which T. is looking for. My guess is that we should read nc {‘nunc') 
instead of no {‘non'). For that matter nunc is often used by Abailard in 
the sense of praesentialiter. Remarkably some lines before our passage 
the Ms reads ‘ea quae non sunt’, where the non is also untenable and 
rightly deleted by Geyer (followed by T.). Here, too, the reading nunc 
makes good sense: 

Abhorrendum autem videtur quod convenientiam rerum secundum id ac- 
cipiamus quod non est res aliqua, tamquam in nihilo ea quae nunc {non Ms) sunt 
uniamus, cum scilicet hunc et ilium in statu hominis, idest in eo quod sunt 
homines, convenire dicimus... Sed nihil aliud sentimus nisi... 

“One has to recoil, so it seems, from understanding the agreement of things in 
such a way that it is not some ‘thing’ as though we were uniting things that at 
present (nunc) are in nothing, in that we ...etc. (see above)... However, we mean 
merely that ... etc . ” 

So nunc stresses the actual and real being of things. To my mind, nunc 
should be read on p. 20, 13, too. The sentence, then, runs: res ipsas 
nunc natura hominis statutas , where the simplex, statutas , may be pur¬ 
posely used by the author (alluding to the substantive status) in place of 
its compositum constitutas. 

The passage may be translated then as 

“We can also (quoque omitted by T.) call the status of man: the things themselves 
that at present (nunc) are established by the nature of man, the common likeness 
of which was grasped by the man who has assigned them the word <sc. ‘man’)”. 

Of course T.’s translation of the final sentence (“when (. p ) he who 
applies {tensel) grasps {tense!) a common likeness of them”) is incor¬ 
rect. The whole passage throws a macabre light upon T.’s conduct as 
an interpreter, which is disappointingly far less valuable than his ac¬ 
curacy as a logician. He says (p. 207): 

“True the sentence considered in isolation makes more sense if Geyer is fol¬ 
lowed, but we see that his reading makes very little sense in relation to the rest of 
the text. I think that the ‘ non ’ should remain in the reading, and that Geyer’s 
change is in all probability misleading, even though the sentence as it stands in 
the manuscript is probably defective in some way. It needs correction but not in 
Geyer’s way.” 

An amusing detail is that T. rejects Geyer’s in but all the same does 
exploit it in his translation {in the nature of man, instead of by the 
nature of man). 
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The main conclusion of all this must be that T. comes to quite a lot 
of bizarre proposals and interpretations, due all of them to his inabili¬ 
ty as a philologist. Sometimes, he is even ignorant of philologists' 
usages. So he charges (p. 241, n. 39) the editor of Abailard's Dialectica 
with 4 'changing the si he finds in the Ms into 4 sicut' in his edition". T. 
is apparently not acquainted with the meaning of the usual sigla. In 
fact the Ms has here the wrong reading sicut and, following Cousin, 
the editor has si[cut], where the brackets mean: “read si” , in his edi¬ 
tion (Dial. 158, 34). 

In his Preface T. tells us that in order to accomplish his first objective 
(to present in a form easily accessible to professional philosophers, 
theologians and historians certain scattered portions of Abailard’s 
most penetrating logical achievements) he has “translated and com¬ 
mented on relevant passages from Abailard’s works in such a way that 
the reader, even if he knows no Latin (italics mine) can follow Abailard's 
train of thought." He apologizes for some (almost awkward) render¬ 
ings by reminding his readers that “the original is rarely any sort of 
paragon of literary style". Besides, T. is of the opinion that Abailard 
4 4 so frequently contradicts himself and talks in ways he himself knew 
(!) to be misleading." 

Our conclusions must be (1) Mr. Tweedale has written a most ex¬ 
citing study on a fascinating subject; (2) he has made many invaluable 
observations, all due to his own sound insights as a logician; (3) his 
knowledge of Latin grammar and especially its syntax and idiom is 
horribly poor and this causes him to irritate all those of his readers 
who do know Latin and to mislead those who do not (including 
himself): (4) his reproach of Peter Abailard for making logical errors, 
suffering from inconsistencies and talking in ways “he himself knew 
to be misleading" finds no single support in the Latin text. For that 
matter, there is even something ridiculous in putting forward such a 
charge against of all people Peter Abailard, that champion of logical 
and verbal acumen. Perhaps, on hearing such a charge the 
Peripateticus Palatinus will repeat what is to be found in his Confessio 
fidei\ (my detractors) “have reached this unfavourable judgment by 
conjecture rather than weight of evidence". One may derive some 
comfort, then, from realising that Abailard used to indiscriminately 
consider all his opponents to be malicious detractors. 

Tweedale's book is quite interesting (and vexing at the same time) 
to all those who are well acquainted with Abailard's way of thinking 
and can appreciate his vivid and sinewy language. Its author is, 
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however, an unreliable guide to all those who are unable to 
meticulously check his translations, which, on many decisive points, 
are entirely mistaken. If it is measured by the indispensable standards 
of scientific inquiry, T.’s work as a whole is to be judged a most 
regrettable misachievement. 

Filosofisch Instituut 
P.O. Box 9515 
2300 RA Leiden 
The Netherlands 
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Vivarium XXIII, 2 (1985) 


The Quaestiones grammaticales of the 
MS Oxford, Corpus Christi College 250: 

An Edition of the Second Collection* 

C. H. KNEEPKENS 

The second collection of Quaestiones grammaticales preserved in 
the MS Oxford, Corpus Christi College 250 is found on ff. 51va- 
53va‘ of the manuscript and forms a codicological unit with the 
incomplete commentary on the Priscianus maior that has been 
preserved on ff. 34ra-51va. 2 

The collection consists of fourteen independent quaestiones or 
notae, all of which discuss topics belonging or related to the do¬ 
main of the Priscianus minor, i.e. syntax. They comprise the 
following items: 

— the construction of a word in the vocative case with the finite 
verb (la) 

— appositive constructions and the ways in which a soloecismus 
can occur (Ha) 

— the concord between an adjective predicate noun and a sub¬ 
ject term consisting of two nouns heteroclitic in the plural 
(Ilia) 

— the well-formedness and the constructional status of l refert 
mea ’ and related sentences; appended is the question whether 
the possessive pronoun used in such a combination allows the 
joining of a relative clause or of an apposition (IVa) 

— the semantic status of the predicate noun in the sentence 
‘Socrates est gramaticum' and the consequences of this status 
upon its syntactic behaviour (Va) 

— the distribution of the subject nominative in the sentence 


* For the edition of the First collection, see Kneepkens 1983. 

1 Cf. Bursill-Hall 1981 (hence: BH ), 192.10.3. 

2 Cf. BH 192.10.2. A comprehensive description of this MS is given in Kneepkens 1983 , 
pp. 1-3. The logical treatise preserved on the ff. 18ra-24r has been edited with an ex¬ 
tensive introduction by St. Ebbesen, K. M. Fredborg and L. O. Nielsen in CIMAGL, 
46 (1983). 
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‘cuiuslibet hominis est aliquod capud ’ and the quantity of this 
proposition {Via) 

— the semantic status of the finite verb sunt and of the subject of 
the sentence ‘legere et disputare sunt duo significata uerborum 
{Vila) 

— the referential function of the relative pronoun idem in the 
combination idem quilquod {eadem quae) {Villa) 

— the semantic status and the related syntactic behaviour of nouns 
used in what Ancient and Mediaeval grammar called adverbial 
position 3 {IXa) 

— the semantic aspects and syntax of interrogative and responsive 
naming sentences with special attention to the semantic status of 
the name in predicate position {Xa) 

— the referential function of the pronoun idem and of the relative pro¬ 
noun in general {XI) 

— the constructional relationships between the words of the sentence 
'legendum est Virgilium ’ 4 and their semantic status; further, attention 
is paid to the significative function of the gerundivum (Xlla) 

— the referential function and the syntactic behaviour of the relative 
pronoun ipse when it refers to an appellative noun (Xllla) 5 6 

— the constructional and semantic status of the relative (pro)noun qui 
in combination with the subjunctive mood {XlVaf 

Unlike the first collection 7 these quaestiones offer no other evidence for 
situating them in time and place except what can be scraped together 
from indications of codicological and doctrinal nature. 

The codicological and paleographical data by no means permit a 
date of composition later than the first quarter of the 13th century, 

3 This was a favourite topic in 12th- (and 13th-) century grammar text books; cf. e.g. 
the Summa of Robert of Paris “ Breve sit”, in which a separate section is devoted to this 
phenomenon (edition forthcoming). For this master, Robertus of Paris, see Fredborg 
1980 , p. 71 and Kneepkens 1981 , p. 62. 

4 This example, which was famous in Mediaeval grammar, goes back to Priscian, In- 
stitutiones grammaticae , XVIII, 63. It was extensively discussed inter alios by William of 
Conches, Ralph of Beauvais, Robert of Paris, Robert Blund and Peter of Spain ( non- 
papa ). One also comes across the variant ‘ legendum est Musas'. 

5 We must bear in mind that for the Mediaevals, who did not make a clearcut distinc¬ 
tion between a nominal (NP) and a noun in every respect, reference was a property of 
a noun. 

6 The usual example for illustrating this phenomenon was the sentence: l tu es dignus qui 
regas rem publicam or a variant of it. The third collection of quaestiones grammatical 
preserved in this MS opens with a note on the same topic. 

7 Cf. Kneepkens 1983 , pp. 5-6. 
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whereas the contents of the quaestiones point at an origin in the last 
quarter of the 12th century at the latest. The latter date is derived from 
the fact that we find positions defended or attacked which were held by 
well-known grammarians of the second half of that century as e.g. 
Robertus of Paris, Robert Blund, 8 and Petrus Hispanus {non-papa), 
the author of the Absoluta cuiuslibet 9 A few examples will suffice. In 
quaestio XIa i0 several types of relationes are mentioned which Peter 
Helias was not yet acquainted with as e.g. the relatio intrinseca, in- 
trasumpta, and personalis, but which we already come across in gram¬ 
matical writings dating from the 1160s and 1170s. Furthermore, atten¬ 
tion is paid to the establishing of the constructional relationship(s) bet¬ 
ween the words in combinations such as *unus istorum ’ or 4 alter istorum\ 
The question was raised whether their construction had to be classified 
among the transitive or among the intransitive ones {quaestio Ilia). We 
find the same topic discussed in the writings of the grammarians refer¬ 
red to above: Robert of Paris supplies two solutions, 11 one of which we 
find advocated by Robert Blund. 12 The author of this quaestio offers a 
third one. 

On the other hand the absence of references to those writings of 
Aristotle which formed part of the logica nova, and the lack of interest in 
the term ‘ modus significant , (of course still in its pre-technical or rather 
pre-modistic sense) which we do meet in the Summa of the “pupil” of 
master Robert of Paris, the Italian Uguccio, 13 provide a fair support 
for a date not later than the 1170s. 


LIST OF BOOKS REFERRED TO 

G. L. Bursill-Hall, A Census of Medieval Latin Grammatical Manuscripts , Stuttgart-Bad 
Cannstadt 1981 

St. Ebbesen, K. M. Fredborg, L. O. Nielsen, Compendium logicae Porretanum ex codice 
Oxoniensi Collegii Corporis Christi 250: A Manual of Porretan Doctrine by a Pupil of Gil¬ 
bert's r, in: Cahiers de l’lnstitut du Moyen-Age grec et latin (CIMAGL), 46 (1983), 
III-XVII & 1-113. 

K. M. Fredborg, Universal Grammar according to Some 12th-Century Grammarians , in: His¬ 
toriography Linguistica, 7 (1980), 69-84. 


8 On this grammarian, see De Rijk 1967 , p. 256 and Kneepkens 1981 , pp. 59-61. 

9 On this grammarian, see Hunt 1975. 

10 See also quaestio IXa on pp. 000 and 000. 

11 On this grammarian and his edition, see above, n. 3. 

12 An edition of the Summa of this grammarian is forthcoming. 

13 See Pinborg 1967 , p. 35. On this master and his relationship to Robertus of Paris, 
see Kneepkens 1981, p. 62. 
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R. W. Hunt, ABSOLUTA. The Summa of Petrus Hispanus on Priscianus minor, in: 
Historiographia Linguistica, 2 (1975), 1-22. 

C. H. Kneepkens, Robert Blund and the Theory of Evocation, in: English Logic and Semantics 
from the End of the Twelfth Century to the Time of Ockham and Burleigh. Acts of the 4th 
European Symposium on Mediaeval Logic and Semantics, Leiden-Nijmegen, 
23-27 April 1979, ed. H. A. G. Braakhuis, C. H. Kneepkens, L. M. de Rijk, 
Nijmegen 1981, 59-97. 

C. H. Kneepkens, The Quaestiones grammatical of the MS Oxford , Corpus Christi College 
250 : An Edition of the First Collection , in: Vivarium, 21 (1983), 1-34. 

J. Pinborg, Die Entwicklung der Sprachtheorie im Mittelalter , Munster/W-Kopenhagen 
1967. 

L. M. de Rijk, LOGICA MODERNORUM. A Contribution to the History of Early Ter- 
minist Logic , Vol. II, Part One, The Origin and Early Development of the Theory of 
Supposition , Assen 1967. 


TEXT 14 ) 

The Quaestiones on ff. 51va-53vb 

QVAESTIO la 

Dicunt quidam quod uocatiuus nullus potest construi cum uerbo exi- 
gitiue. Qui Prisciano uidentur contrarii. Dicit enim quod secunda per¬ 
sona inperatiui modi asciscit uocatiuum. a Ratio quoque uidetur eis 
obuiare. Nam cum o aduerbium uocandi ex institutione sit, ui adiecti- 
ui uerbi oportet, ut ipsum in aliqua oratione possit inniti uerbo. Quod 
secundum illos numquam contingit. Nam cum dicitur l o Petre lege', di¬ 
cunt quod intelligitur tu nominatiuus, qui reddit personam uerbo. Et 
sic hoc aduerbium o quod preponitur uocatiuo 1 ), non innititur illi uer¬ 
bo, quia uocatiuus ille non construitur cum eo. 

Item. Vocatiuus ille Petre est diccio casualis personalis et per se 
constructibilis; ergo potest construi cum uerbo exigitiue. 

Item. Iste uocatiuus est diccio casualis, et t c ot non potest construi 
cum uerbo transitiue; ergo potest construi cum eo intransitiue. 

Item. Dicunt quod nominatiuus solus supponit uerbo secunde persone 
precedente tamen aliquo, ut ‘ o Petre tu lege '. 

Ad quod sic obicitur. Iste nominatiuus tu supponit 2 ) secunde perso¬ 
ne inperatiui et sic positus potest euocare nominatiuum nominis, ut 4 tu 
Petrus lege'; ergo ad ilium nominatiuum constructum cum uerbo eius- 
dem persone et eiusdem modi potest fieri relatio per nomen relatiuum 
substantie, ut dicatur ‘tu qui lege , disputa'; quod nemo recipit. 

14 The orthography adopted here is based on that of the manuscript, but the 
paragraphing, punctuation and capitalization have been adapted to modern usage. 
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Item. Queri potest ab eis an possit adeo competenter dici ‘o Petre legite', 
ut ‘o Petre lege'. Si enim diuersitas accidentium inpedit quare non possit 
dici illud sicut istud et est in ilia constructione soloecismus ex diuersi- 
tate accidentium, ergo iste uocatiuus construitur cum illo uerbo exi- 
gitiue. 3 ) 

Item. Queratur ab eis an possit dici ‘ o Petre lege' , ut ad aliud dirigatur 
sermo per ilium uocatiuum et ad aliud per uerbum. Si autem hoc dici 
non potest, queratur quid inpediat, cum ille uocatiuus nullam habeat 
iuncturam cum illo uerbo. 

Item. Cum ille casus solus sit proprius secunde persone, mirum est ip- 
sum cum ea nullo modo posse construi. Dicimus ergo quod solus uoca¬ 
tiuus aut oratio eius loco supponit secunde persone inperatiui. 

Si autem obiciatur de nominatiuo, qui iungitur cum illo modo in se- 
cunda persona, ut ‘ o Petre tu ipse lege' , quia tu est ibi nominatiuus (quod 
constat per ipse illi appositum), dicimus ad hoc quia idem facit nomi¬ 
natiuus sic iunctus cum secunda persona inperatiui, quod facit uocati¬ 
uus iunctus cum secunda persona indicatiui. Nam sicut nominatiuus 
ille pertinet ad eandem personam ad quam illud uerbum — Vnde dici- 
tur cum eo construi intransitiue, non tamen reddit ei personam, sed 
nominatiuus —, sic et in hac constructione 1 Petre tu ipse lege' hec uox tu 
ipse pertinet ad eandem personam ad quam lege. Iccirco construuntur 
intransitiue. Non tamen hec oratio tu ipse reddit personam illi uerbo, 
sed tantum uocatiuus. Si queratur a quo exigatur iste nominatiuus tu 
aut ipse , dico quod a nullo exigitur nec quicquam exigit. Sicut nec uo¬ 
catiuus iunctus cum indicatiuo. Ponuntur enim absolute. 

Si inferatur: ergo sunt ablatiui, fallacia : ‘dextra hec mei' construitur 
cum uerbo transitiue; ergo est accusatiui casus. Sicut enim non solus 
accusatiuus construitur cum uerbo transitiue, ita nec solus ablatiuus 
ponitur absolute. Nam nominatiuus et uocatiuus, ut ait Priscianus, b 
absoluti sunt. 

Item. In hac oratione ‘0 Petre et Roberte legite' copulantur duo uocatiui et 
eis siue orationi constanti ex eis et coniunctione redditur uerbum plu- 
rale; ergo ibi est conceptio personarum. Quo concesso cum non sit ibi 
aliqua diccio personalis nisi secunde persone, uidebitur secunda conci- 
pere secundam; quod repugnat unitati secunde persone. Argumentati¬ 
on ergo talis detur fallacia. l Ego lego et disputo'. In hac oratione copu¬ 
lantur duo uerba et eis reddit personam unus nominatiuus singularis; 
ergo ibi est conceptio personarum. Vel sic. ‘Afo legimus'. In hac oracio- 
ne unus solus nominatiuus reddit personam uni soli uerbo; ergo ibi 
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non est conceptio. Aliud enim est conceptio, aliud copulacio. Et potest 
utrumque esse sine altero. 

Si queratur an secunda persona copuletur secunde, cum dicitur ‘o 
Petre et o Roberte\ dico quia non, sed diccio diccioni copulatur, persona 
a persona concipitur, sed non ibi. 

Si queratur an eadem secunda significetur hoc uocatiuo Petre et hoc 
uocatiuo Roberte , dico sic, idest eodem modo significat iste uocatiuus 
secundam quo ille. Vnitas enim tarn prime quam secunde persone in 
singularitate officii consistit. Qui uero dicunt in hac uoce ‘ nos legimus ’ 
conceptionem non fieri personarum, quia in ea nulla diccio est nisi pri¬ 
me persone [f. 51 vb ] et prima non potest concipere primam, similiter 
dicant in hac ‘ ego Priscianus lego ’ non fieri euocationem, quia in ea nulla 
diccio construitur nisi in prima persona, et prima non potest euocari in 
aliquam. 

a Prise. Inst. gram. XVII, 208 
b Prise. Inst. gram. XVIII, 2 

1 nominatino MS, sed con. MS C 

2 uerbo MS, sed exp. MS C 

3 uel exigente add. MS C 


QVAESTIO Ha 

Queritur nec immerito quare magis dicatur pronomen tercie persone 
apponi prime quam prima tercie. 

Ad hoc dicimus quod id merito dicitur apponi, quia a persona sua se 
patitur euocari, ut ille cum sit tercie persone, ibi adiunctione prime a 
tercia euocatur ad hoc quod ibi sit prime. Et non redditur ei uerbum in 
sua persona, sed in eius, cui additur. Et sic merito ipsum prime, non 
prima ei dicitur apponi persone. 

Item. Queritur quomodo ille persone cum sint diuerse, copulentur, 
utrum soloecistice necne. 

Soloecismus enim uidetur esse, quod ita repugnantes persone ut pri¬ 
ma et tercia in eadem parte orationis absque interpositione copulatiue 
coniunctionis construuntur. 

Ad quod solutio est quod soloecismus multis modis fit. 

Quandoque in principali significatione ipsius uocis, ut ‘ hunc ego si 
potui tantum sperare dolorem \ a Ponitur enim sperare quod ad bonum perti- 
net, pro timere . Et dicitur hec figura acirologia et immanualis sermo, 
idest qui non habetur ad manum. Notandum uero quod hec figura 
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non est in constructione, sed in diccionis positione. Nam alia figura 
constructionis, alia positionis diccionis. 

Quandoque in modo consignificationis, et cum optatiuus pro 1 indi- 
catiuo ponitur. 

Quandoque in iunctura diccionum, ut ‘ dominum ueniV et hec intole- 
rabilis est. 

Quandoque in consignificatione diccionis, ut ubi ponitur singulare 
pro plurali, ut ‘ armato milite complent' f 

In coniunctione uero diccionum multis modis fit soloecismus et ua- 
rie generantur figure. Alia enim in coniunctione diuersorum casuum, 
alia in numerorum diuersitate. 

Fit ita quandoque figura una, que dicitur prolemsis, que ab Ysido- 
ro c sic describitur: prolempsis est preposteratio casuum in prolatione. Hec 
enim in ordinatione diccionum consideratur, ut quando relatiuum 
profertur ante id quod ipsum refert, ut ibi \fundamenta eius in montibus 
sanctis diligit Dominus portas Syon etc. ,d Alio uero modo eandem figuram 
describit Donatus et Fulgentius e scilicet sic: prolemsis est preoccupatio sen - 
tentie alicuius. Quod hie fit l interea reges ingenti mole Latinus procedunt 
castris'} Cum enim posuisset plurale et deberet sequi uerbum eius nu- 
meri, interposuit integram orationem inter uerbum et nominatiuum, 
cui seruit. Sicque isti duo auctores Ysidoro uidentur contrarii. Quod 
falsum est, quia preoccupationem in uocibus Ysidorus dixit prolemp- 
sim, illi uero preoccupationem in rebus. Et hie innuitur quedam acci¬ 
dental^ diuisio, quod alia fit in uocibus, alia in rebus. 

Fit item alia figura, que dicitur silemsis, que ab Ysidoro^ sic descri¬ 
bitur: silempsis est intransitiua coniunctio diuersorum casuum . Hec est igitur 
figura per quam diuersorum casuum dicciones copulantur, ut ‘ attendite 
popule meus legem meam h ’ et alibi ‘ corniger Hesperidum fluuius regnator aqua- 
rum. 1 Hie enim fluuius cum tantum sit nominatiui casus, tamen con- 
struitur cum uocatiuo, scilicet corniger. Sed notandum quod Donatus et 
FulgentiusJ aliud de ista sicut de precedenti quam Ysidorus sentiunt. 
Aiunt enim sylemsin consistere in diuersitate numerorum, idest quan¬ 
do dicciones diuersorum numerorum intransitiue construuntur uel 
quando uerbum pluralis numeri construitur cum nominatiuo singulari 
uel quando uerbum singularis construitur cum nominatiuo plurali, ut 
ibi ‘ hie illius arma hie currus fuiCf Hie enim currus cum sit singulare, 
construitur cum nominatiuo plurali, scilicet arma. 

Sunt quidam qui dicunt ibi esse figuram, que dicitur zeuma; quod 
falsum, quia zeuma est, quando diuerse clausule ad idem copulantur 
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uerbum, quandoque positum in principio, quandoque in medio, 
quandoque in fine. 

Quando in principio, dicitur zeuma a superiori; quando in medio, 
dicitur zeuma a medio; quando uero in fine, interpretatur 2 zeuma ab 
inferiori, ut ibi ‘ Graiugena diuum qui numina Febi et tripodas Clarii et cell si- 
dera sends ’- 1 

Fit etiam alia figura, que dicitur procidentia, quando diuersa gene¬ 
ra intransitiue < construuntur >, ut ‘ pars uisuri Eneadas , pars et certare 
parati' . m In hoc uicium est, quod adiectiuum masculinum intransitiue 
adicitur; in hoc quidem excusatio quod in isto feminino pars intelligitur 
ibi masculinus. 

a Verg. Aen. IV, 419 
b Verg. Aen. II, 20 
c cf. Isid. Etym. 1, 36, 2 
d Ps. 86, 1-2 

e Donatus, Ars maior, III, 5 (397, 14) 
f cf. Verg. Aen. XII, 161 
8 Isid. Etym. I, 36, 5-6 
h Ps. 77, 1 

i Verg. Aen. VIII, 77 
j Donatus, Ars maior , III, 5 (397, 23) 
k Verg. Aen. I, 16 
1 Verg. Aen. Ill, 359-60 
m Verg. Aen. V, 108 

1 per MS' 

2 add. MS C in marg. 


QUAESTIO Ilia 

Queritur de etheroclitis uariantibus genera cum numero qualiter eis in 
singulari numero geminatis reddendum sit adiectiuum, ut utrum di- 
cendum sit ‘ hoc celum et illud sunt alta an ‘ hoc celum et illud sunt alt?. Si¬ 
militer ‘ hoc epulum et illud sunt lauta an laute\ ‘hec dies et ilia sunt clare an 
clari . 

Dicunt quidam quod adiectiuum semper innititur substantiuo posi- 
to uel intellecto, ut ‘ hec dies et ilia dies sunt clari' , idest sunt dies clari. Et 
icciro uolunt, ut adiectiuum reddatur secundum formam substantiui 
cui innititur, ut dicunt, et non secundum formam copulatorum. Sed 
non in omnibus possunt assignare quod dicunt, ut 1 ‘ iste bos et ille asinus 
sunt bon?. Non potest hie assignari cui substantiuo eiusdem numeri in- 
nitatur hoc adiectiuum boni. Non enim sunt boni boues 2 nec boni asi- 
ni. In multis quoque huic similibus deficit eorum regula. 
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Opponunt tamen sic. Huic singulari dies geminato cum pronomini¬ 
bus demonstratiuis coniunctione copulatiua tantum interposita conue- 
nienter redditur adiectiuum plurale in feminino genere. Aliquod est 
plurale huius singularis dies. Ergo ipsum non est tantum masculinum, 
uel ergo illi plurali potest conuenienter addi adiectiuum in feminino 
genere. Fallacia. Secundum eorum opinionem ‘ epularum aliudest bonum , 
aliud est malum' huic plurali epularum redduntur duo nomina diuidua in 
neutro genere, uel ergo hoc plurale non est, uel ergo isti plurali potest 
conuenienter addi nomen diuiduum plurale neutri generis. Idem enim 
iuditium de diuisis et copulatis, dicentes quod diuisum debet repeti 
cum diuidentibus in idemptitate accidentium, ut ‘epularum aliudest epu- 
lum bonum , aliud malum" . Similiter ‘ carbasorum alia est carbasus alba, 3 alia 
nigra'. Hoc autem ipsis maxime uidetur eis aduersari. Dicunt enim di- 
uidentes nominatiuos intransitiue construi cum genitiuo diuiso. Ex 
quo inferri potest: ergo in idemptitate accidentium uel non est congrua 
constructio, aut ergo non in diuerso numero et genere aut ilia 
constructio figuratiua est. 

Item. Dicunt quod in huiusmodi orationibus ‘ alter istorum currit ', 
‘unus istorum est homo' nomen mobile adiectiue ponitur et innititur no- 
minatiuus singularis genitiuo plurali et cum eo construitur intransiti¬ 
ue, genitiuus autem cum nominatiuo transitiue. Ex quo uidetur sequi 
quod anceps sit constructio. Hoc tamen dicunt tali rationis similatione 
seducti, quia nominatiuus ad intellectum pertinet, qui non complecti- 
tur genitiuo. Genitiuus uero amplectitur quod non separat nominati¬ 
uus. Non est autem uerisimile quod nomen adiectiuum adiectiue posi- 
tum innitatur alicui substantiuo in diuersitate generis et casus et nu- 
meri. 

Dicimus ergo quod in talibus orationibus nominatiuus casus 
substantiue ponitur nec innititur genitiuo, a quo tamen attrahit non ex 
defectu adiectiuitatis, sed ex ratione diuisionis. Et sunt omnes hui¬ 
usmodi constructiones ‘ unus istorum ', ‘alter istorum' transitiue; quod ex 
uarietate accidentium construendi palam est. 

Sed obiciunt quod cum hoc nomen unus ponatur ibi substantiue et 
cum genitiuo construatur tantum transitiue, quare non potest illud 
non adeo competenter in feminino genere uel in neutro poni ut in mas- 
culino. Propter diuisionis naturam, ut dictum est. Potest autem et in 
eodem exemplo illis fieri similis questio et argumentation^, siquam fe- 
cerint, instantia reperiri. Dicunt enim quod in tali oratione genitiuus 
construitur cum nominatiuo transitiue propter predictam rationis 
ymaginem. 


106 



Item obicitur. Nomen adiectiuum ponitur substantiue; ergo in neu- 
tro genere. Fallacia. ‘ Interest mea' . In hac oratione ponitur adiectiuum 
pro substantiuo, quia possessiuum pro primitiuo, ut Priscianus docet; a 
ergo in neutro genere. Vel ne habeant quid oblatrare possint, talis de- 
tur instantia. In hac oratione ‘ pudet me Socratis' construitur nomen cum 
uerbo transitiue; ergo in accusatiuo casu. Nam sicut accusatiuus fre- 
quentius iungitur transitiue cum uerbo quam alius obliquus casus, 
non tamen ille solus, sic adiectiuum sepius ponitur substantiue in neu¬ 
tro genere quam in alio, non tamen semper in illo, sed aliquando in fe- 
minino, ut ‘ unam petii etc ' f quandoque in masculino, ut ‘ gramatici cer - 
tant et adhuc <sub> iudice lis est\ c 

In diuisionibus ergo ponuntur frequenter diuidua substantiua. Tra- 
hunt < genus > inde a genitiuo diuiso seu significante diuisum. Vnde 
dicendum est ‘ epularum alia est bona , alia est mala', ‘ celorum alius superior , 
alius inferior ; carbasorum aliud album , aliud nigrum'\ quod ex illorum con- 
cessis facile potest inferri. Dicunt enim quod nomina diuidua 
construuntur intransitiue cum diuiso et innituntur ei ut substantiuo, 
cui adiciuntur; ergo ilia diuidua debent poni in eodem genere in quo 
ponitur diuisum. Similiter est in copulatis, ut ‘ hec dies et ilia dies sunt da¬ 
re' dicendum est. Quod sic probatur. Vtraque istarum orationum hec 
dies et ilia dies supponit uerbo singulari et utrique illarum apponitur co- 
nuenienter adiectiuum singulare in feminino genere. Ille orationes co- 
nuenienter possunt coniungi in una oratione que congrue supponit 
uerbo plurali; ergo illi orationi uel copulatis in ea conuenienter potest 
addi adiectiuum plurale in feminino genere. Similiter debet ad illam 
orationem [f. 52 rb ] fieri relatio, ut ‘ hec dies et ilia erunt et ille sunt future ‘ 
uel 4 hec dies et ilia que sunt future, erunt' . Si queratur, cui innitatur illud 
adiectiuum, dico quod orationi que loco nominatiui pluralis supponit 
uerbo plurali. 

a Prise. Inst. gram. XVII, 92 
b ubi ? 

c Hor. A.P. 78 

1 non MS 

2 homines MS, sed corr. MS C i.m. 

3 bona MS uel alba add. MS C 


QVAESTIO IVa 

Refert mea. Hec constructio est conueniens et transitiua. Oratio au- 
tem est inperfecta; ad cuius perfectionem suppleri potest legere uel stu- 
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dere aut aliquid tale non-personale. Nam si nominatiuus personaliter 
positus illi supponeret hoc modo ‘ leccio refert mea', non 1 uidebitur illud 
uerbum inpersonaliter esse positum. Cum autem dicitur ‘ refert mea stu- 
dere\ inter refert et mea est transitio. Hec constructio 4 refert mea studere' 
tantum transitiua est. 

Obicitur autem hoc modo. Hoc inpersonale refert est inpersonale uo- 
cis actiue deriuatum ab aliquo perfecto; istud inpersonale 2 construitur 
cum aliquo obliquo; ergo eius perfectum construitur cum eodem. Fal- 
lacia. Iste genitiuus huius est obliquus inflexus ab aliquo nominatiuo; 
iste obliquus componitur cum aliquo; ergo eius nominatiuus cum eo¬ 
dem; quod non est uerum. Dicitur enim huiusmodi , non tamen hicmodus 
una diccio reperitur. Sicut ergo rectus non componitur cum quocum- 
que obliquus, sic non cum quocumque construitur inpersonale actiue 
uocis, et eius perfectum. Excipiuntur enim interest et refert , que 
construuntur cum quinque ablatiuis possessiuis, de quibus queritur an 
adiectiue ponantur. Quod uidetur posse ostendi ex ilia auctoritate, 3 
que dicit subintelligi re uel utilitate. Nam si subintelligitur ut substanti- 
uum cui hoc possessiuum debet inniti, et illud 3 in aliqua oratione con- 
uenienter coniungitur; ergo post illud uerbum possunt conuenienter 
coniungi 4 interest mea utilitate'. Non ergo ponitur ibi mea loco genitiui 
primitiui. 

Respondeo. Non semper potest congrue apponi quicquid subintelli¬ 
gitur. Nam cum dicitur 4 nullus fatur nisi ego', intelligitur prima persona 
huius uerbi fatur ; non tamen potest apponi. Dicitur autem subintelligi 
re uel utilitate quantum ad sensus expositionem et non quantum ad 
constructionis suppletionem. Ponitur enim mea ibi substantiue, quia 
loco primitiui, ut Priscianus dicit. b 

Vnde an <ad> illud sic positum possit fieri relatio aut appositio 
per pronomen appositiuum, queritur. 

Quod sic uidetur posse probari. Primitiuo pro quo ponitur, potest 
fieri appositio; ergo illi quod loco eius ponitur. Fallacia. Proprium no¬ 
men potest euocari ab una persona ad aliam; ergo et hoc pronomen 
ego , quod eius loco ponitur. Vel sic. l Ipse lego '. Ipse ponitur loco prono¬ 
minis prime persone, quod potest euocare pronomen secunde persone, 
ut 4 ipse 4 et tu legimus'] quod neminem recipere credo. Non enim potest 
uice-dominus quicquid potest dominus; nec uicarius quicquid canoni- 
cus. 

Siquis recipiat quod potest illi ablatiuo fieri appositio, ergo et in eo¬ 
dem casu et in eodem genere. Et sic erit conueniens locutio 4 interest mea 
ipsa'] quod nusquam reperitur. Ad illud ergo possessiuum loco primi- 
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tiui positum nec relatio nec appositio fieri potest nisi substantiue, ut 
“hie est seruus meus cuius ere emptus est” . c Nam ad primitiuum, quod in 
possessiuo intelligitur, fit relatio per cuius. 

Nobis autem non uidetur talis constructio recipienda, quia non est 
omnis figura in consuetudinem et consequentiam trahenda. 

a Prise. Inst. gram. XVII, 92 
b Ibid. 

c Prise. Inst. gram. XVII, 194 

1 nam MS 

2 perfectum MS 

3 ilia MS 

4 ego MS 


QVAESTIO Va 

Socrates est gramaticvm. Hoc nomen gramaticum hie substantiue po- 
nitur. Sic positum significat substantiam cum qualitate adiectiua uel 
substantiua, idest adiectiue uel substantiue significata. Si adiectiua, 
ergo non ponitur hie substantiue; uel ergo ad ipsum non potest fieri re¬ 
latio per relatiuum substantie, sicut nec ad eius masculinum gramati- 
cus. 

Dicimus quod significat cum qualitate substantiua. Vnde conue- 
nienter fit ad ipsum per relatiuum substantie. Contra. Significat 
substantiam cum qualitate substantiua; ergo potest responderi ad quid. 
Instantia. ‘ Orator etc . 9 . 

Item. Queritur cum nomen substantiam supponat, solam uero qua- 
litatem apponat, quomodo ad hoc appositum gramaticum possit fieri re¬ 
latio substantie. Propter solum modum significandi. Significat enim 
substantiam cum tali qualitate. Solum uero qualitatem apponit. 

Item. Significat substantiam cum adiectiua qualitate et non ponitur 
in ui nominis absoluti; ergo potest determinari eius significatio adiecti¬ 
ua qualitate; ergo hoc nomen gramaticum potest recipere adiectiuum. 
Verum est mediante et coniunctione, ut ‘ Socrates est gramaticum et musi¬ 
cum'. Contra. Gramaticum hie substantiue ponitur, ut potest recipere 
hoc adiectiuum musicum et nulla adiectiua qualitate determinatur; ergo 
immediate potest ei addiungi hoc adiectiuum musicum , ut 'Socrates est 
gramaticum musicum'. Instantia. 1 Vnus homo gramaticus currit'. Hie adici- 
untur duo adiectiua 1 uni substantiuo; ergo debent copulari per copula- 
tiuam coniunctionem. 

Notandum quod hec locutio ‘ Socrates est gramaticum et musicum' potest 
dupliciter intelligi. Vel ut utrumque illorum adiectiuorum ponatur 
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substantiue, et erit sensus: Socrates est res gramatica et res musica; et 
sic falsa est. — Duo enim substantiua uel adiectiua substantiue posita 
non possunt uere eidem subiecto copulari. Duo uero adiectiua possunt 
—. Vel ut gramaticum substantiue 2 ponatur et musicum ei adiciatur. Et 
ita uera potest esse locutio. Vnde conuenienter ex parte subiecti 
construitur cum uerbo singulari, ut 4 gramaticum et musicum est Socrates'. 
Quod sic probatur. Gramaticum habet significationem [f. 52 va ] nominis 
generalis et huius feminini gramatica ; ergo significat rem prout deter- 
minatur significatione huius nominis gramatica ; ergo si significatum 
huius nominis gramaticum debet determinari alia qualitate, oportet co- 
pulatiuam coniunctionem interponere; ergo conuenienter dicitur ‘gra¬ 
maticum et musicum est Socrates'. 

1 substantiua MS, sed. corr. MS C i.m. 

2 adiectiue MS 


QVAESTIO Via 

Cvivslibet hominis est aliqvod capvd. Hec est aliqua constructio, in 
qua hoc nomen capud reddit personam uerbo ante ipsum prolato; 1 ergo 
fit transposita prolatio. Fallacia. In hac constructione ‘ quid est Socrates?' 
hoc nomen Socrates reddit personam uerbo ante prolato; ergo fit trans¬ 
posita prolatio. 

Item. Hie fit transposita prolatio; ergo ille nominatiuus debet intel- 
ligi ante uerbum. Instantia in predicto exemplo. Non enim concedimus 
hie esse transpositam prolationem nisi quia nominatiuus positus post 
uerbum reddit personam uerbo ante posito. Quod in multis similibus 
contingit, ut ‘Socratis est aliquod capud', ‘omnem patrem diligit filius suus'. 

Et forsan ex constructione uolet aliquis probare hanc propositionem 
esse uniuersalem sic: hec oratio est propositio, et nominatiuus est in- 
telligendus ante uerbum; ergo est de subiecto; ergo sic est intelligenda 
propositio: ‘ cuiuslibet hominis capud est aliquod capud' . Sed hanc constat 
esse falsam, nisi sic intelligatur ‘omne capud alicuius hominis etc.'. Instan¬ 
tia ad predictum argumentum. In hac constructione ‘ Socrates est albus' 
hoc nomen albus adicitur nomini, quod est ante uerbum; ergo est de 
subiecto. Quod non sequitur. Incidit autem in huiusmodi disputatione 
commixcio gramatici et dialetici. Dialeticus enim non curat nisi ut de 
aliquo loquatur per substantiuos terminos 2 siue sit obliquus siue rec¬ 
tus. Nec est concedendum quod nominatiuus hie copuletur obliquo, 
quia iste nominatiuus capud construitur transitiue cum hoc genitiuo ho- 
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minis et intransitiue cum hoc uerbo est , nec tamen bis intelligitur. Et si¬ 
militer de omnibus similibus intelligendum est. Et bene licet uerbum 
substantiuum sic interponere nominatiuo et obliquo. Neque nominati- 
uus copulatur obliquo sicut dictum est, quia illud proprie dicitur copu- 
lari alicui, quod de illo predicatur. Sed teste Aristotile a hie non ponitur 
aliquid de aliquo, sed hoc huius. Nam capud ostenditur esse hominis. 
Alia est enim hec propositio 'cuius libet hominis est aliquod capud 9 et alia 
ista ‘ aliquod capud cuius libet hominis est ’ uel 'cuiuslibet hominis aliquod capud 
est\ Nam hee due uoces sunt una propositio indefinita; hec uero ‘ cu - 
iuslibet hominis est aliquod capud ’ est uniuersalis; hec autem l quemlibet ho- 
minem ego uideo ’ est tantum singularis. Nam est eadem ist *ego uideo 
quemlibet hominem\ quocumque modo proferatur. Et ita talia sunt dia- 
letice considerationis et gramatice. 

a cf. Arist. Cat. 8 a 15 sqq. 

1 prolatum MS 

2 substantiuis terminis MS 


QVAESTIONE Vila 

Legere et dispvtare svnt dvo significata verborvm. In hac 
constructione ponitur hoc uerbum sunt personaliter et aliquid supponit 
ibi aliquid locutioni; ergo illud reddit personam illi uerbo in ilia 
constructione personaliter posito; ergo et illud personaliter ibi ponitur. 

Item. Hec oratio legere et disputare sustinet uerbum pluralis numeri in 
constructione intransitiua; ergo in ea est conceptio personarum; ergo 
ibi prima uel secunda uel tercia concipit aliam. 

Item. Ibi est conceptio personarum; ergo concipiens et concepta ibi 
significa<n>tur una diccione uel diuersis. Vna earum ibi significatur 
hac diccione legere et alia diccione disputare ; ergo utraque illarum ibi fa- 
cit aliquam cognitionem de persona; ergo neutra illarum ponitur ibi 
non-personaliter. 

Item. Hec oratio legere et disputare aliquid subicit locutioni personali¬ 
ter posita et reddit personam uerbo personali pluralis numeri et pro¬ 
prie ponitur; ergo eadem oratio proprie posita non sustinet uerbum 
singularis uocis. Quod negans dicat quid debeat 1 dici ‘ legere et disputare 
est diuersa agere ’ aut ‘ legere et disputare sunt diuersa agere ’? Vltima magis ab- 
sona et minus uidetur frequentata. Qui primam approbat, dicat quid 
uerbum singularis uocis in constructione ilia sustineat, quia si oratio 
sustinens uerbum plurale cum hoc uerbo singularis uocis inpersonali- 
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ter ponatur, et ilia oratio sustinens illud inpersonaliter ponitur. Hec 
oratio proprie ponitur inpersonaliter posita. Ilia eadem proprie poni¬ 
tur reddens personam uerbo personali; ergo proprie ponitur personali- 
ter et non-personaliter; ergo proprie ponitur ad discernendum perso¬ 
nam et non ad discernendum personam; ergo est alicuius persona et 
nullius. 

Solvtio. Concedendum est quod in prima oratione ilia oratio reddit 
personam uerbo personali et est quasi conceptio personarum propter 
diuersitatem significatorum que copulantur copulatiua coniunctione 
interposita. Non enim concedimus fieri conceptionem sed quasi, quia 
neutra diccionum copulatarum personaliter aliquid habet significare. 

Item. Concedendum quod ilia oratio non personaliter posita potest 
et proprie sustinere uerbum positum non-personaliter, eoquod constat 
ex diccionibus copulatis non-personalibus. Est igitur utraque [f. 52 vb ] 
constructionum non-propria et in una earum ponitur oratio personali¬ 
ter et proprie, in alia non-personaliter et proprie. 

Cauenda est tamen compositio et diuiso. Conceditur enim diuisio 
propter compositionem, que falsa est, que componit orationem pro¬ 
prie poni personaliter et inpersonaliter. 

1 bis posuit MS 


QVAESTIO Villa 

Legere est idem qvod agere. In hac constructione ponitur hoc prono¬ 
men idem relatiuum substantiue et relatiue; ergo iterat cognitionem de 
persona non in dissimili genere et numero illius quod refert. 

Item. In hac constructione refert hoc pronomen idem relatiuum per- 
sone hanc diccionem legere\ ergo hec diccio legere facit cognitionem de 
persona cuius iterat cognitionem hoc pronomen idem\ ergo aut utraque 
istarum diccionum est alicuius persone aut neutra. 

Item. Legere est ibi alicuius persone; ibi habet uim nominis ipsius 
rei; ergo non ubicumque est infinitum, caret numero et persona. 

Item. Siquis neget referre hoc pronomen idem ad hoc uerbum legere , 
tunc quere de ista ‘ legere est agere et disputare est idem'. In hac enim idem 
refert agere. Sic igitur hie possunt fieri argumenta superius facta. 
Solvtio. Negandum est idem referre legere. Generale est enim docu- 
mentum: quocienscumque duo relatiua continuantur in una oratione, 
sese referunt 1 . Siquis secundam obuiat, concedimus idem referre agere 
et esse relatium substantie neque tamen sequi argumentum superius 
factum: ergo non in dissimili numero. Refert enim hie ‘ Socrates et Plato 
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sunt idem’ et in dissimili numero. Quod quomodo et unde contingat, 
alias dicendum. Instantia 2 in secunda argumentatione, hac scilicet re- 
latiuum persone refert illud; ergo de eadem persona facit cognitionem 
de qua illud refert. 

1 inferunt MS, sed con. MS C 

2 illatam MS 


QVAESTIO IXa 

Nomina adverbialiter posita manent indeclinabilia*. Contra quod 
obicitur. In hac constructione ‘ ego uado Romam ’ hec diccio est nomen; 
ergo nomen aptotum uel monoptotum uel diptotum uel triptotum uel 
aliquod aliorum. Sed neque aptotum neque monoptotum; ergo ali- 
quod aliorum, ergo declinabile est. 

Item. In hac constructione est hoc nomen Romam indeclinabile; ergo 
uel hoc nomen Romam ibidem est indeclinabile uel hec diccio et ilia 
non sunt idem nomen. A diffinitione. 

Item. Hoc nomen in ilia constructione manet indeclinabile; hoc no¬ 
men Roma est declinabile; ergo uel Romam non est ibi hoc nomen Roma 
uel est idem nomen ei. Ab accidente. 

Item. In ilia constructione est Romam nomen indeclinabile; ergo uel 
ibidem non est alicuius forme uel est tantum aptotum uel monopto¬ 
tum. 

Item. Hec diccio Romam ibi est aduerbium et aduerbialiter ponitur; 
ergo ex eius tali positione non est figura in constructione uel ponitur 
pro alio aduerbio. 

Item. Hec diccio Romam ibi est aduerbium; ergo ibi non significat 
substantiam et qualitatem; ergo relatio personalis substantie non po¬ 
test fieri ad illud, ut dicatur 4 iste uadit Romam , que est bona ciuitas\ 

Item. Hoc nomen est nomen indeclinabile; ergo per diuersos casus 
suos non potest nomen ibi positum poni aduerbialiter. 

Item. In hac constructione hoc nomen Romam non facit mentionem 
de aliqua persona; ergo in ilia constructione non est alicuius persone; 
ergo nec alicuius numeri. Locus a comitante pari. 

Item. In ilia constructione est Romam aduerbium; ergo in ea non est 
alicuius casus uel bis in ea ponitur. Si non 1 est alicuius casus; ergo nec 
accusatiui prime declinationis. Dicant igitur ubi accusatiuus proprii 
nominis alicuius loci prime declinationis ponatur aduerbialiter et quid 
hoc sit. Et sic de omnibus reliquis oppone. 
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Solvtio. Auctoritas sic est intelligenda. Nomina aduerbialiter posita 
manent indeclinabilia, licet diuersis casibus socientur, idest in una uo- 
ce circueunt diuersos casus, ut 4 sublime uolans\ ‘sublime uolantis\ ‘ subli¬ 
me uolanti \ Vel potest dici subtilius quod manent in tali positione inde¬ 
clinabilia, quia in tali significatione minime suscipiunt inflexionem; 
quod per discretionem potest discerni. Quippe cum predictus casus 
ponitur nominaliter, discretio est 2 articuli in Romano; et potest ei ap- 
poni adiectiuum proprie, ut ‘ iste uidet bonam Romam\ Fallacia autem in 
appositione est secundum quid et simpliciter. Vnde simile inuenies in 
his terminis hie homo , deconus , prepositus. Potest enim hie homo alicubi 
esse decanus, ubi non erit prepositus uel econuerso; neque tamen 
quod sit idem huic homini. Ab accidente. Primi hec est instantia. In 
hac constructione ‘ dominus uenif hoc nomen est alicuius forme; ergo 
aptotum uel monoptotum uel aliquod aliorum. Secundum hanc termi- 
nationem neque unius est neque plurium, quia si unius est, est apto¬ 
tum uel monoptotum et ita indeclinabile. Et si secundum nomina- 
tiuum diuersarum formarum est, erit mobile. Vel adminus ilia termi- 
natio communis erit obliquis. 

Siquis querat, que pars sit ibi, dico quod nomen aduerbialiter posi- 
tum uel ibi est aduerbium; non tamen est aduerbium, sed nomen. 

a Prisc. Inst. gram. XV, 7 

1 sia MS 

2 discretionem MS 


QVAESTIO Xa 

In hac oratione Qvis vocatvr iste? ponitur hoc nomen interrogati- 
uum cum uerbo [f. 53 ra ] uocatiuo; ergo ad illud in responsione debet 
reddi nomen proprium uel nullum aliud. 

Item. In hac constructione ponitur hoc nomen interrogatiuum cum 
uerbo uocatiuo et est intelligendum ex parte appositi uel post uerbum; 
ergo in responsione ex parte appositi debet poni proprium nomen et 
nullum aliud, cum interrogatio sit de propria qualitate. 

Item. Ponatur quod in responsione proferatur aliqua uox, que non- 
dum est instituta ad significandum, ut buba , ut sit responsio ‘ iste uocatur 
buba\ Sic respondens uerum uel falsum dicit uel conuenienter respon- 
dit; ergo orationem protulit. Quod si est, est oratio partium suarum; 
ergo est congrua ordinatio. Quod orationem proferat, sic constat, quia 
proponit. Quod sic probatur. Falsum dicit; ergo proponit. 
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Item. Si oratione respondit, ergo uoce constante ex diccionibus; er¬ 
go ex uocibus significatiuis uel consignificatiuis uel talibus quarum al¬ 
tera talis et alia talis. Quod si est, tunc hec uox buba significat uel con- 
significat. 

Item. Sic respondens satisfacit questioni; ergo earn responsione ab- 
soluit; ergo cum sit de propria qualitate, in responsione ponitur pro- 
prium nomen uel aliquid loco eius et ita buba est uox significatiua uel 
eius loco posita. 

Item. Predicatus terminus propositionis quam 1 respondet, est corn- 
plexus; ergo oratio; ergo est congrua diccionum ordinatio. Vel sic. 
Predicatus terminus constat ex duabus uocibus quarum utraque in eo 
ponitur ad construendum et constituendum; ergo utraque ponitur in 
eo ad significandum et consignificandum, uel una ad significandum et 
altera ad consignificandum. 

Item. Predicatus terminus oratio est; ergo est uox significatiua ad 
placitum; ergo ex institutione facta in se uel in partibus suis. Si ex par- 
tibus, ergo non tantum una earum ponitur ad significandum. 

Item. ‘Socrates uocatur Plato \ Istius orationis est aliqua constructio; 
ergo transitiua uel intransitiua uel neutra; ergo in actu tantum uel in 
personis uel in utroque. Nominatiuo significatur aliqua persona cum 
qua personaliter construitur uerbum; et est transitiua in personis; ergo 
eo quod ponitur post 2 uerbum, significatur alia persona, cum non- 
personaliter construatur cum uerbo. Vel sic. Nominatiuus proprii 
nominis primi construitur cum uerbo intransitiue; et est constructio 
transitiua in personis et tantum sunt tres uoces eius partes; ergo tercia 
consignificatur aliud quam prima uel alia persona. 

Item. Predicatus terminus est complexus; ergo significat com- 
plexum intellectum; ergo intellectum constantem ex simplicibus intel- 
lectibus. Et ita oportebit cum tantum sint due eius partes, quod utra¬ 
que significet ibi simplicem intellectum. 

Solvtio. In primis duobus argumentis est obuiandum sic. Ista oratio¬ 
ne ‘quis uocatur Socrates?' queritur de propria substantia et construitur 
nomen interrogatiuum cum uerbo uocatiuo; ergo non debet responde- 
ri nisi proprium nomen. Et sic in eisdem terminis alii argumento falla- 
ciam adapta. Eo tamen notato quod in interrogatione non est conce- 
dendum esse appositum uel suppositum que tantum in categorica pro- 
positione inueniuntur. Propositioni uero facte sic est respondendum 
quod bona oratione respondet et falsum dixit et eius partes congrue 
construuntur et quod predicatus terminus est oratio constans ex dua¬ 
bus diccionibus. Non tamen sunt due dicciones ille due uoces ex qui- 
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bus constat. Sed tamen altera est uox et altera uox non-significatiua. 
Ponitur tamen cum alia ad constituendum orationem, sicut re- 
inseparabilis prepositio componitur cum alia et dicitur ilia composita 
ex duabus diccionibus uel resolui in duas. Et tamen non sunt due dic- 
ciones in quas resoluitur. Et uersus pentameter constat ex quinque pe- 
dibus; non tamen sunt quinque pedes in eo. Et his terminis omnibus 
superioribus arguments aptes fallaciam, nisi aliqua eorum uideantur 
tibi digna recipi. 

Item. Notandum quod recipimus hanc locutionem significantem 
uerum uel falsum ‘iste uocatur buba 1 . Negamus tamen hanc ‘isle est buba 9 
et etiam ea aliquid significari. Non enim quicquid cum uerbo uocati- 
uo, et cum uerbo substantiuo nec econuerso. Hec est enim inter ea dif¬ 
ferentia construendi. Verbum substantiuum simpliciter ponit supposi- 
tum esse. Vnde cum eo tantum construitur intransitiue et ei totum in- 
nititur nichil conferens apposito. Vis autem uerbi uocatiui distrahitur 
ad suppositum et ad appositum tarn huic quam illi aliquid attribuens. 
Rei enim suppositi attribuitur esse et uoci sequenti esse nomen eius. 
Ideoque cum uocibus non-significatiuis post se positis construitur, 
quia eas trahere ad significandum nititur et quia nichil significat, est 
falsa locutio. Si autem per futurum proferatur uerbum, ut ‘ iste uocabi- 
tur buba , pollicetur uoci officium significandi. Ideoque ilia recipitur lo¬ 
cutio nec tamen ibi quicquam significat, sed uox ilia ex duabus diccio¬ 
nibus constat, ut dictum est. 

1 quem MS 

2 post add. MS C 


QVAESTIO XIa 

Socrates est idem platoni. In hac constructione ponitur idem relati- 
uum substantie et refert nomen [f. 53 rb ] antecedens in dissimili gene- 
re; ergo inconueniens est constructio. 

Item. Hoc pronomen ponitur in hac constructione et non est in ea 
intrinseca 1 relatio; ergo in ea duo ponuntur uerba uel unum gemina- 
tum. 

Item. In hac constructione construitur nominatiuus qui est ante 
uerbum, cum uerbo personaliter et ei redditur persona uerbi. Post 
uerbum ponitur alius nominatiuus personaliter et eius persone non 
redditur uerbum et construitur aliquo modo cum uerbo; ergo transiti- 
ue. 
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Item. 2 Inter uerbum et consequentem nominatiuum transitio est in 
personis; ergo uel nulla est inter ea constructio uel transitiua est in 
personis. 

Item. Ad eos qui pronomen sic positum negant significare relatiue. 
Hoc pronomen ibi positum non significat ibi relatiue neque de- 
monstratiue et est tantum pronomen relatiuum; ergo cadit a de- 
monstratione uel relatione; ergo a significatione. 

Item. Hoc pronomen idem tantum unam ibi significat personam et 
earn ibi diffinit; ergo earn demonstratiue uel relatiue ibi significat. 

Item. ‘ Idem est isti duo'. In hac constructione hoc pronomen singula- 
ris numeri construitur cum uerbo personaliter et dicciones post uer¬ 
bum de aliis personis faciunt cognitionem et alio modo construuntur 
cum uerbo; ergo transitiue. 

Item. In ilia constructione significat uel facit mentionem nominati- 
uus singularis de eadem persona de qua illi duo nominatiui pluralis 
numeri qui cum eo construuntur intransitiue; ergo nominatiuus ille 
qui sustinet uerbum, non est uoce et significatione singularis numeri 
uel illi duo non sunt uoce et significatione pluralis. 

Item. Ad eos qui negant hanc constructionem transitiuam, sic pro- 
cede. ‘ Socrates est res eadem Platoni’. In hac constructione hoc pronomen 
construitur cum hoc nominatiuo res et significat aliam personam quam 
nominatiuus ante uerbum est 3 uel datiuus post uerbum et est ex eis 
constructio 4 et constructio transitiua uel intransitiua; ergo transitiua. 

Ad hoc inquiunt quod pronomen relatiuum non significat ibi 
substantiam quam significat nominatiuus cum quo construitur, sed re¬ 
latiue propriam qualitatem persone datiui attribuit persone nominati¬ 
ui qui est ante uerbum. Et si eiusdem persone ibi significat propriam 
qualitatem, tunc est aliquod proprium nomen. 

Item. Si relatiuum est et cum alio construitur, et aliud refert; ergo 
nominalem facit relationem et non pronominalem. Hie enim differt 
nominalis a pronominali. 

Item. Interrogati de ilia ‘ Socrates est asinus , qui currit ’ aiunt quod hoc 
nomen qui refert ibi subiectum predicati et non predicatum subiecti. 
Vnde idem ibi significat quod Socrates. Et <de> eadem, inquiunt, 
persona facit ibi mentionem hoc nomen asinus aponendo ei commu- 
nem qualitatem. Et ex his inferendum: ergo uel Socrates non est So¬ 
crates uel Socrates est asinus qui currit, posito quod Socrates currat et 
asinus. Hoc enim necessarium, cum utraque sit unum et idem suppo- 
situm et post uerbum posita de eadem mentionem faciant persona. 
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Hac ratione et fortasse meliori dicendum quod hec constructio 4 So¬ 
crates est homo ’ est transitiua, ut predicta uitemus inconueniencia et si¬ 
militer istam 4 Socrates est idem Platoni' . Neutram enim personarum re- 
fert pronomen, sed intrasumptam ibi facit relationem, idest persona- 
lem, idest exigitiuam consortii; compositam enim quodammodo facit 
relationem. Equipollet enim cuidam 5 composito ex Greco articulo et 
litos relatiuo pronomine et ita duorum relatiuorum uim habet idem , 
quia semper exigit pluralitatem siue personarum, ut 4 Socrates et Plato 
sunt idem ’ et hec ipsa constructio et transitiua, aut accidentium, ut 
4 idem legit et disputat\ Vndecumque ponitur, relatiue est positum. Sed 
exinde proteruientes inferant sic: Semper idem facit secundam cogniti- 
onem; ergo aliquid facit primam ei. Cui sic instandum: Ama est secun- 
da persona singularis numeri uerbi inperatiui modi; ergo aliqua est ei- 
us prima singularis. Neutrum sequitur. Non enim in talibus locutioni- 
bus nomina ista sunt ordinalia, sed quasi cuiusdam noue proprietatis 
positiua. Est enim dicere 4 diccio facit primam cognitionem’, idest suf- 
ficit sibi ad faciendum de persona sua mentionem. Cum uero dicimus 
aliquam secundam facere, eius notamus debilitatem, quia nullum re- 
latiuum sibi sufficit absque consortio pluralitatis nisi et ipsum similiter 
sit demonstratiuum, ut ille. 

Siquis uero diligentius de relatiuorum positione nobiscum uelit cal- 
culare, dicimus relatiuum relatiue positum aliquid referre siue quod 
cum eo ponitur, ut 4 idem homo legit et disputat’ — intelligitur enim per 
neutrum substantiue positum femininum —, uel ex natura ipsorum 
uerborum que significant actus rationali creature conuenientes, su- 
bauditur homo et sic de ceteris iudica relatiuis. Prudenter iudicandum 
quando transitiue et quando intransitiue construatur cum uerbo ante- 
cedenti uel subsequenti. 

1 transitiua MS intransitiua MS C 

2 item add. MS C in marg. 

3 ens MS 

4 constructio MS, sed. con. MS C : uerbo 

5 greco articulo MS, sed. exp. MS C 


QVAESTIO Xlla 

[f. 53 va ] Legendvm est virgilivm. In hac constructione est hoc nomen 
gerundiuum nominatiui casus et construitur cum uerbo substantiuo 
personaliter posito nec est adiectiuum nec adiectiue positum; ergo ad 
ipsum sic positum potest fieri personalis relatio. 
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Item. Hec oratio est propositio et eius subiectus terminus est nomen 
nominatiui casus nec est signum nec habet uim signi nec adiectiuum 
est; ergo ei potest preponi signum ad sui determinationem. 

Item. Illud gerundiuum nominatiuus casus est; et potest copulari 
alicui alii gerundiuo conuenienter, utrumque quorum per se construi- 
tur cum uerbo substantiuo singularis numeri personaliter; ergo ilia co- 
pulata possunt construi cum eodem uerbo pluralis numeri personali¬ 
ter, ut sic dicatur ‘ legendum et amandum sunt Virgilium '. 

Item. Ad eos qui dicunt quod gerundiuum est nominatiui casus, sed 
ex parte appositi est intelligendum. Illud uerbum est personaliter posi- 
tum in ilia oratione et post ipsum sequitur nominatiuus qui non 
construitur cum uerbo personaliter neque aliquid positum in ilia orati¬ 
one; ergo aliquis nominatiuus potest preponi uerbo qui illud sustineat. 

Item. Illud gerundiuum est nominatiui casus; ergo singularis uel 
pluralis numeri. Quod si est alicuius numeri, et alicuius persone; ergo 
cum ilia constructio sit transitiua in actu, et in personis. Quod si ue- 
rum est, tunc ille tres dicciones diuersis redduntur personis uel de diu- 
ersis personis faciunt cognitionem et ideo non uidebitur proprie posi¬ 
tum illud gerundiuum. Quippe omne gerundiuum ideo caret numero, 
quia caret persona uel econuerso. Numerus enim et persona commu- 
niter sunt accidentia. 

Item. Illud uerbum substantiuum in hac constructione est tercie 
persone; ergo non construitur conuenienter et intransitiue cum eo ex 
parte suppositi obliquus prime uel secunde persone, cum dicitur l a me 
uel te est legendum '. 

His rationibus compulsi satis esse duximus gramatici sequi uestigia 
dicentes gerundiuum in -um ubicumque ponatur esse accusatiui casus 
et uerbum cum eo positum esse non personaliter positum. 

Nostre quoque positioni sic obicitur. Hec constructio ‘ legendum est 
Virgilium' est transitiua actus; accusatiuus iste Virgilium significat per¬ 
sonam pacientem; ergo aliqua diccio in eadem oratione posita signifi¬ 
cat personam agentem. Fallacia. Huius imperfecte orationis legere Virgi¬ 
lium constructio transitiua est; obliquus significat personam pacien¬ 
tem; ergo aliqua ibi significat agentem. Adhuc instant sic. Ista 
constructio 1 est transitiua actus, in qua nulla diccio significat actum 
preter gerundiuum; ergo ipsum significat actum transeuntem. Instan- 
tia. ‘Iste non legit Virgilium' . Hec est transitiua actus; nichil preter uer¬ 
bum significat actum in ilia oratione; ergo ipsum significat actum 
transeuntem. 
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Item. In hac constructione ponitur infinitiuus inter duos accusatiuos 
et habet aliquod uerbum personale; ergo suum inpersonale non 
construitur uel non conuenienter ponitur inter eosdem duos accusati¬ 
uos. Instantia. ‘Istum penitere sui peccati est uerum 9 . In hac oratione poni¬ 
tur infinitiuus inter duos obliquos, qui descendit 2 a uerbo indicatiui 
modi; ergo uerbum indicatiui modi non construitur cum eisdem uel 
non ponitur inter eosdem. 

Siquis deinceps rationem construendi interroget inter uerbum et ge- 
rundiuum, dico quia non est inter ea aliqua exigentia. Vnde neque 
transitiue neque intransitiue coniunguntur. De tota oratione dico 
quod sit inperfecta. Vnde siquis uelit constituere propositionem, opor- 
tet, ut ablatiuus cum prepositione 3 apponatur sic ‘ ab isto est legendum 
Virgilium 9 . Et exigentia gerundiui quidem similem passiuo habet ter- 
minationem et construitur cum eo sicut inpersonale passiue uocis. 

Siquis querat quid uerbum substantiuum ibi significet, respondeo 
quod ibi significat ut consignificet, idest tantum ponitur ibi ad signifi- 
candum modum sicut et tempus, idest ad explendum officium illud se¬ 
cundum quod potest esse nota eius quod de altero dicitur, sicut poni¬ 
tur cum participio preteriti temporis loco preteriti passiui deficientis. 
Et ibi designat modum indicatiuum et personam. Neque potest in tali 
loco poni aliud uerbum quam uerbum hoc substantiuum sum , licet ali- 
ud idem significet, ut existo. Sicut neque 4 uado ponitur ubicumque eo , 
licet principaliter idem significent. Nemo enim dicit ‘ uolo lectum uadere 9 , 
sicut 4 lectum ire 9 usu et inconcinnitate loquendi hoc prohibente. 

De significatione gerundiuorum dico quia duplex est. Significat 
enim actiue et passiue; secundum quas significationes diuersas sorti- 
untur constructiones. Actiue 5 enim significantia exigunt transitiue ac- 
cusatiuum; passiue uero intransitiue. 

1 diccio MS, sed. con. MS C 

2 descendunt MS 

3 propositione MS 

4 enim MS 

5 accusative MS 


QVAESTIO XHIa 

Homo cvrrit et ipse 1 est socrates. Dicunt quidam quod hoc prono¬ 
men ipse in hac constructione ponitur loco apellatiui nominis significa¬ 
tione et constructione. Ergo ipsum ibi non ponitur proprie in ui prono¬ 
minis. Vel ergo ipsum ibi non excludit transitum apellationis et inci- 
dentiam equiuocationis. 


120 



Item. Hoc pronomen ipse in hac constructione ponitur et significati- 
one et constructione loco huius nominis homo in eisdem accidentibus 
[f. 53 vb ] construendi in quibus ponitur hoc nomen homo in hac 
constructione ‘ homo currit et homo est Socrates’. Vera est hec locutio ‘ homo 
currit et homo est Socrates’ . Ergo uera est ista ‘ homo currit et ipse est Socrates ’. 

Item. Hoc pronomen ponitur loco apellatiui. Plura sunt ad quorum 
quodlibet pertinet eius positio ibi positi et in eo non intelligitur aliquod 
signum; ergo illi potest apponi signum uniuersale. 

Item. 'Homo currit et ipse mouetur’ . In hac constructione hoc prono¬ 
men refert hoc nomen homo et ibi positum pertinet ad quodcumque 
hoc nomen homo ; ergo potest referre hoc nomen homo positum cum sig- 
no uniuersali, ut dicatur 'omnis homo currit et ipse mouetur ’. 

Item. 'Homo currit et ipse est Socrates ’, 'homo currit et ipse uidet Socratem’. 
Ad unam et eandem personam tantum pertinet hoc pronomen ipse in 
his duabus constructionibus et iste nominatiuus et iste obliquus Socrates 
in eisdem constructionibus positi pertinent tantum ad unam et ean¬ 
dem personam. Iste nominatiuus Socrates tantum pertinet ad eandem 
personam ad quam hoc pronomen ipse . Ergo iste obliquus Socratem et 
hoc pronomen ipse non pertinent tantum ad diuersas personas. 

Item. Hoc pronomen ipse proprie ponitur et in ui pronominis et facit 
personalem relationem. Non ergo ponitur ibi loco apellatiui. Vel ergo 
non significat substantiam communiter. 

Dicimus itaque quoniam significat atque supponit eandem perso¬ 
nam quam hoc nomen homo quod refert; sed nomen infinite, prono¬ 
men finite et excludit transitum apellationis et incidentiam equiuocati- 
onis; quod est: ipsum loco proprii nominis poni. 

1 mouetur add. MS , sed del. MS C 


QVAESTIO XlVa 

Dignvs antinos qvi mendicaret ad axes . a Queritur an huiusmodi 
constructio sit conueniens et an hoc relatiuum qui relatiue ponatur et 
quid referatur, cum dicitur 'iste est dignus qui regat populum Israhel ’. 

Si refert ibi hoc pronomen iste, et ponitur in idemptitate accidenti- 
um cum eo et est nomen relatiuum; ergo potest poni cum illo ex eadem 
parte orationis ad faciendum eundem sensum, ut dicatur 'iste qui men - 
dicet , est dignus. 1 

Item. Qui ponitur in hac constructione in nominatiuo casu et refert 
hoc pronomen iste; ergo eius obliqui possunt idem referre, ut dicatur 
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4 iste est dignus cuius heres regnet' y 4 iste est dignus a quo regatur inperium ’, 4 isti 
sunt digni quorum uterque regnet' y iste est dignus a cuius filio regatur populus '. 

Item. Quia in hac constructione ponitur inproprie, aliqua diccio po¬ 
test ibi poni proprie; et nulla potest ibi poni proprie et relatiue; ergo 
hoc nomen qui non ponitur ibi relatiue. Instantia. In hac oratione ‘m«- 
lier que dampnauit etc. ' 

Item. In predicta constructione hoc nomen qui construitur cum sub- 
iunctiuo, quod precedit indicatiuus eiusdem uerbi; ergo qui potest 
construi cum illo indicatiuo eisdem diccionibus precedentibus que 
nunc precedunt, ut dicatur 4 iste est dignus qui regit inperium'. 

Si uero dicatur quod hoc relatiuum qui ibi refert hoc nomen dignus , 
quod est adiectiuum et adiectiue ibi positum, cuius appositione sola 
qualitas ostenditur inesse, ergo ipsum refert ibi siue significat qualita- 
tem et non substantiam uel neutrum. Sed item uidetur significare 
substantiam, quia reddit uerbo personam. Vnde oportet quod ad ean- 
dem rem pertineant illud relatiuum < et uerbum >, cui reddit perso¬ 
nam. Sed uerbum illud pertinet ad substantiam significatam hoc pro¬ 
nomine iste; ergo qui ad eandem pertinet. 

Si autem dicatur quod refert hoc nomen homo subintellectum, quod 
conuenienter potest ibi poni, ergo conuenienter potest dici 4 iste est homo 
< dignus > qui regat inperium '. 

Si uero dicatur quod refert ibi hanc orationem homo dignus et neu- 
tram illarum potest ibi conuenienter referre; ergo neutra istarum 
constructionum est conueniens 4 iste est homo qui regat inperium' y 4 iste est 
dignus qui regat inperium '. 

Si dicatur non esse constructio, hoc contra auctoritatem et usum 
dictum esse uidetur, quod ex premissis patet exemplis. 

Huic tamen opositioni solutio potest adhiberi quia auctores sepe 
utuntur figuris quibus non licet nobis uti, ut Virgilius qui dicit 4 pars 
puluerulentus equis' h , et Cato 4 non eodem cursu etc.' c . 

Obicitur tamen. Ista constructio 4 iste est dignus qui regat inperium' est 
inconueniens. Ista diccio qui cum nullo construitur in idemptitate acci- 
dentium ex aliqua exigentia; ergo non magis inconueniens est ista 
constructio 4 iste est dignus que regat inperium' quam predicta. Fallacia. 
4 Turba ruunt' . Ista constructio est figuratiua et construitur hec diccio 
turba ibi cum uerbo pluralis numeri et non ex aliqua exigentia; ergo 
non magis inconueniens est ista constructio 4 turba ruunt' quam predic¬ 
ta. Dicitur igitur quod qui facit ibi articularem relationem et ponitur 
coniunctionaliter et relatiue > causam significat et personam 

uerbo supponit. Et est tota hec oratio qui regat inperium determinatio 
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huius nominis dignus. Vnde non potest did 'iste est dignus laude qui regat 
inperiurrd. Sed potest dici ‘ isteest dignus regere inperium'. Et est hec locutio 
quasi expositio precedents. Ex quo patet hoc nomen dignus per se- 
quentem orationem determinari, ut dictum est. Refert autem hoc no¬ 
men qui hoc nomen dignus et tamen significat substantiam, licet illud 
significat solam qualitatem. Sicut hoc nomen que refert hoc nomen Ro- 
mam et significat substantiam siue personam, licet Romam ponatur 
aduerbialiter in hac constructione ‘ iste uadit Romam que est bona ciuitas' 2 

a Iuv. sat. IV, 117 
b Verg. Aen. VII, 624-5 
c Cato, Dist. II, 18,2 

1 iste est dignus qui mendicet MS, sed con. MS C 

2 significat substantiam licet. ... ciuitas in marg. inf. 
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Vivarium XXIII, 2 (1985) 


Late-Fourteenth-Century Philosophical Scepticism at Oxford 


LEONARD A. KENNEDY, C.S.B. 


Evidence for philosophical scepticism at Oxford can be found in the 
notebook of Stephen Patrington, written in the 1380’s. This evidence 
is important because there are few published texts of this period, 
especially from England. Patrington's text is extant in three 
manuscripts, none of them containing the original work: C (Cam¬ 
bridge, St. John’s College, D 28, ff. lr-103v, 109r-116r); F (Florence, 
Laur., Plut. XVII, sin. 10, ff. lr-113r); and V (Venice, Bibl. Naz. 
Marc., Z. lat. 280, ff. lr-9v, 21r-131r). 

Patrington became a Carmelite by 1366 and received his doctorate 
in theology by 1389. Chosen as Bishop of St. David’s, he died in 1417. 
An earlier article by the present author has given a fuller account of 
Patrington’s life, a description of his notebook, and a transcription of 
its index. 1 The book consists of questions to which, usually, very short 
answers are given. Only a few questions are fully treated. One of these 
few is the first question, transcribed as an appendix to this article. Its 
title is: “ That a wayfarer cannot by any act be certain of the existence of a thing 
distinct from himself in place and subject .” I have previously shown the 
deep scepticism in England some decades prior to Patrington’s 
writing; 2 his notebook witnesses to the continued existence of this 
trend. 

One cannot be sure that the question here transcribed is 
Patrington’s own. His book for the most part consists of reports of 
discussions he has heard or read. It is quite possible, however, that this 
question is his, since it is the first one in his book and since it is com¬ 
plete. In any case it indicates that philosophical scepticism was being 
taught in late-fourteenth-century Oxford. 

The earlier article on Patrington has shown that F and V are deriv¬ 
ed directly or indirectly from C. Thus C is used here as the basic text. 

1 A Carmelite Fourteenth-century Theological Notebook , in: Carmelus, 32 (1985). 

2 L. A. Kennedy, Philosophical Scepticism in England in the Mid-Fourteenth Century , in: Vi¬ 
varium , 21 (1983) 35-57. 
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V has been used as a corrective to C in the few places where V has a 
better reading. V is often inferior to C. Some variant readings make 
no significant difference, but a few lines are omitted in V, and some 
serious misreadings occur. Another difference between the 
manuscripts should be noted: V often uses quod to mean ‘‘because,’’ 
where C used quia. Another characteristic of C, an idiosyncratic one, 
is using oi for o in many forms of omne\ e.g., ole for omne. F has been 
reported only in the few instances in which both C and V are un¬ 
satisfactory. The paragraphs of the text have been numbered by this 
transcriber in order to facilitate references to it. These references will 
be indicated in parentheses in what follows. 

The text being considered teaches that there are two kinds of cer¬ 
titude, which is, generally speaking, firm adhesion, and is opposed to 
doubt or to opinion. The higher kind of certitude is called science, 
knowledge, evident knowledge, or demonstrative knowledge. All these 
names, in Latin, include the word scientia. This kind of certitude 
belongs to self-evident principles and conclusions deduced from them. 
It is a contradiction for it to be false. The lower kind of certainty is call¬ 
ed belief (fides or estimacio). It is compatible with falsity. The Catholic 
Faith has this kind of certitude and to this extent is subject to falsity; 
but, as a matter of fact, for another (unspecified) reason, it is not false. 
A great many other things have this kind of certainty also, as we shall 
see (61, 67, 73, 76). 

One might think that the author (let us call him S) is making a 
distinction between two kinds of certitude in order to teach that, 
though one kind is superior to the other, both are good. In reality, 
however, he will play down the value of the lesser kind considerably. A 
comparison with John of Mirecourt and Nicholas of Autrecourt will be 
helpful. Sceptical statements of John and Nicholas, both teachers at 
Paris, were condemned in the 1340’s. Both these men had distinguish¬ 
ed a higher kind of knowledge (which has very few objects) from a 
lower kind (by which most convictions are held). In his second official 
defence, John claimed that conviction given by the lower kind of 
knowledge is trustworthy, but Nicholas made no such claim. 3 We shall 
see that S is closer to Nicholas than to John. 

Let us consider S’s doctrine concerning “certitudes” held by belief. 

1. Sensory objects. A person in this life can believe, but not know, that 
a sense-object exists. S’s general principle is that one cannot know the 


3 Ibid ., 39-40. 
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existence of anything outside himself that is in a place other than his 
and in a subject other than himself. S takes sensation as the paradigm 
of intuitive knowledge, and teaches that intuition never gives 
knowledge of the existence of anything outside the person sensing. 
There are two principal reasons for this. 

The first is that, because there are sensory illusions, one can never 
know that what he senses is there. S lists common examples of illu¬ 
sions, for example an after-image, a rotated light producing a circle of 
light, or a stick partly immersed in water and appearing bent ( 13-15, 
37, 38, 40, 44, 46, 47). He then gives arguments to show that what is 
sensed in these cases is the external object (not, for example, an in¬ 
tramental species) and that therefore these illusions are truly decep¬ 
tive, giving intuition of a non-existing object (41-43, 45, 62). One can 
therefore never know that what he senses exists. 

The second principal reason for claiming that intuition never gives 
knowledge of the existence of anything outside the person sensing is 
that the sensation is other in being than the object of sensation; that 
God, being omnipotent, can keep such a being in existence without the 
object; and that He can produce without secondary causes whatever 
He ordinarily produces with them (1, 3, 9, 10, 39). God can produce 
or conserve a sensation without an external object as easily as a 
substance can remain when an accident goes (2). 

There are other reasons for thinking that there can be intuition of 
what does not exist. God knows things which do not exist, and all His 
knowledge is intuitive (4). The same is true of the blessed in heaven (6, 
7). And some saints on earth have been given a vision of what did not 
exist at the moment they saw it (8). 

Of the two principal reasons given for denying to any wayfarer 
knowledge of the existence of what he senses (sense illusions and God's 
interference in the natural order), it is clear that the latter is the more 
important for S. When he asks whether a sensory species can be as 
perfect when a sense object is absent as when it is present, he says he is 
unwilling to say it can be, since he has no experience of it being so, 
but, since he cannot deny it, he is willing to allow it: Nec debet negari 
nature quod non potest repugnare nature (48). And he adds that, whatever 
one says about nature, there is no doubt that the divine power can pro¬ 
duce intuition without an object: Quicquid autem sit de hiis , satis est cerium 
quod , saltern per potentiam Dei , quod cognicio intuitiva potest esse , non existence 
objecto (48). And, as will be seen through the remainder of this article, 
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appeal to divine omnipotence will be the only reason for relegating to 
belief what other philosophers claim to be knowledge. 

This consideration leads to another: is S’s teaching philosophical or 
theological? Does he think that it is possible to establish in philosophy 
the existence of an omnipotent God whose arbitrary intrusions into the 
natural order are to be constantly feared, or is divine omnipotence 
known only by his Christian faith? Since we have no assurance that S 
has written any of the other parts of this book, we must find the answer 
to the question only in the text at hand. This text does not deal with 
how God’s existence and attributes are established. But it contrasts a 
theologian with a philosopher (or is it with The Philosopher, Aristo¬ 
tle?) by saying that the former admits divine omnipotence and the lat¬ 
ter doesn’t (72). If one had to judge by this statement alone, he might 
say that the author is using a matter of faith to undermine 
philosophical certitude. At any rate, this is generally true of 
fourteenth-century scepticism though it is rarely pointed out. Beginn¬ 
ing with William of Ockham, many theologians, whose philosophy 
could not demonstrate the existence of an omnipotent God, used their 
faith in divine omnipotence to further create distrust, in philosophy, in 
the ability of the human mind to know truth in the natural order, even 
in basic matters. We thus find philosophical scepticism produced not 
by philosophy but by theology. 

There is an aside in S’s text which says that man can be certain of 
God’s existence: Deus autem non distinguitur loco a quocumque ; et ideo , 
quamvis homo possit esse certus de eius existencia , tamen non est ad propositum 
(66). And, since S inserts this statement to distinguish certainty of 
God’s existence from certainty of the existence of a physical thing, the 
certainty he speaks of is that of knowledge, since one can have the 
certainty of belief concerning the existence of a physical thing. 
However, the reason given for the distinction is not a satisfactory one, 
since S, as we will see, will show that an object’s lack of distinction 
from the knower in place or subject is not in itself a protection from S’s 
ultimate sceptical principle. This aside must therefore remain 
thoroughly problematic. Perhaps it is inserted for political motives, to 
avoid ecclesiastical censure. More likely it is a statement of S’s convic¬ 
tion that God can be found in theology, whatever problems may be en¬ 
countered in philosophy. 

Having taught that there can be intuition of non-existing sensible 
objects, S must distinguish intuitive knowledge ( cognitio , not scientia) 
from non-intuitive in such a way as to respect the difference between 
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sensation and imagination, and yet allow for intuition existing without 
an object. His distinction: intuition is of a thing as if it were present 
(whether it is present or not) and non-intuitive knowledge ( cognitio , not 
scientia) is of a thing in abstraction from the here and now (49). The 
author thus finds it necessary to disagree with Duns Scotus, and those 
like him, who claimed that intuition by definition simply cannot exist 
without an object; any other use of the term is a figure of speech (24, 
25, 29). S however points out that intuitive and non-intuitive (called 
abstractive) knowledge differ intrinsically, the former being always 
better and clearer than the latter as regards the same object under the 
same external conditions, and that as a result they cannot differ 
primarily by a relationship to an object (30-31). Scotus said that, when 
intuitive knowledge seems to remain after its object is removed, it is 
not intuitive actually but habitually. But S thinks this is simply an 
evasive answer (32). If the object is removed the act is the same as it 
was, and should be called by the same name (33-35, 47). There is then 
no need to say that intuitive knowledge becomes abstractive, or vice 
versa (50-53). 

S considers the position of persons such as William of Ockham that 
that there can be intuition of existing things or of non-existing things, 
but that intuition always give knowledge {scientia) of the existence or 
non-existence of it object (11). But this position is rejected because, if the 
object did not exist, there would be nothing to account for the 
knowledge that it didn’t, since the intuitive knowledge would be the 
same as when it existed (12). 

S accordingly can conclude that no one in this life has knowledge of 
the existence of any sensory objects. And no definition of “intuition” 
can establish otherwise. 

2. One's faith. As one cannot know that sensory objects exist, one 
cannot know that he has faith. A person’s awareness of his faith is one 
thing; his faith is another. These therefore are separable by divine 
power. One can thus be aware of his faith without it existing (19). 
Moreover, one cannot argue that the awareness and the faith are in 
the same subject and therefore are not subject to the general principle 
concerning what cannot be known, because S now enlarges his prin¬ 
ciple. Since faith and the awareness of it are two different things {due 
res absolute ), one can exist without the other (20). 

3. One's actions. One cannot know most of his actions. St. Augustine 
taught that a person can know that he exists and is alive, but S holds 
that the existence of most of one’s actions is unknown to him. S’s 


128 



reason is the same as in the case of faith: reflex knowledge of an action 
is one thing, the action is another; there is no relation between them 
such as that of matter and form, quantity and shape, or substance and 
necessary accident; therefore one can exist without the other. As one 
cannot know that he has faith, so one cannot know that whatever 
seems to him to be an action of his really is so. 

4. One's soul. S’s enlarged sceptical principle knows few limits. S 
uses it to claim that, since knowledge and the soul in which it exists are 
different things, the knowledge can be in a soul other than that in 
which it seems to be, or even exist in itself. A person therefore cannot 
know his own soul or, indeed, any soul at all. This means that St. 
Augustine was wrong; one cannot know that he exists or is alive (23). 

5. One's body. Even if a person could know what is in his soul, he 
could not know that his soul is united to his body (22). 

6. Secondary Causes. According to the principle that God can do 
without secondary causes what He can do with them, one cannot know 
that there are any, at least in a particular case (68, 73). 

7. Substances. Since accidents may be in a substance or not, one can¬ 
not know that a substance exists merely because an accident is known 
(69, 74). (Presumably the reason an accident need not be in a 
substance is that God can bring into existence, or keep in existence, 
what is other than something else, even if it usually is accompanied by 
it, as we see in the case of the accidents of bread and wine in the 
Eucharist in relation to the substance of bread and wine). 

8. Natural science. One cannot know that a sensory object exists, or 
that an effect has a cause other than God. As a result, science based on 
experience is impossible (67). One might learn something incidentally 
(for example, that an eclipse is caused by the interposition of the earth 
between the sun and the moon) and such a general principle could be 
called scientific. But one can never know scientifically how any 
physical state of affairs is to be accounted for, or what it will lead to 
(72). Some authorities, such as Robert Grosseteste and St. Augustine, 
claimed that contingent events can be known by means of our senses, 
and enable us to know the regularity in nature (71). But they used 
“know” in a sense different from that used by S. Contingent events 
and their regularity can be the object of fides or estimacio , but not 
knowledge (76). 

9. Ethics. Since ethics deals with human actions, which are con¬ 
tingent, there can be no science of ethics (70). It is true that a certain 
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amount of ethics has to do which what is necessary (S does not give ex¬ 
amples), but for the most part it belongs to belief, not science (75). 

10. The “knowledge ” possessed by angels and separated souls. Some per¬ 
sons think that angels and separated souls can know that objects exist 
because these beings are partial causes (along with these objects) of 
their intuitive knowledge and would not cause it unless the objects of 
this knowledge existed (16, 63). But God can cause intuition without 
objects just as He can for souls still wayfaring (17). If it is argued that 
the angel or separated soul would not then be aware of causing the in¬ 
tuition, the reply is that, by divine power, they could be aware of hav¬ 
ing caused the intuition even though they hadn’t caused it, since this 
awareness is something different from its object. Besides, even if an in¬ 
tellect were the cause of an intuition, God could supply the part of the 
object without the intellect knowing it, and the intellect would still be 
mistaken (18, 64, 65). Thus angels and separated souls cannot know 
that any real things exist. They are no better off than wayfarers are. 

11. The “ knowledge ” possessed by the blessed. A theory of intuitive 
knowledge in the fourteenth century inevitably became related to an 
explanation of the beatific vision since all agreed that this vision is in¬ 
tuitive. A theory of intuitive knowledge which held that there can be 
intuition without an object had to answer the question whether the 
beatific vision could exist without an object. It seems scandalous to 
Christians that a person could enjoy the beatific vision without actual¬ 
ly seeing God. S therefore wants to avoid saying this, but his basic 
position in regard to intuitive knowledge in general makes it difficult 
for him to do so. One might argue, to help S out, that it is impossible 
for the beatific vision to exist without God being grasped because only 
God can cause it (26). S distinguishes however between God as effi¬ 
cient cause of this vision and God as object of it; God could be the 
former without being the latter, since God can bring into existence, or 
keep in existence, any knowledge without its object being real (27). S 
does, nevertheless, argue that God is a real object of the beatific vision 
since He is everywhere and therefore must be present in this vision as 
its object (54). This argument is poor because, on the basis of it, one 
should see God face to face all the time. S seems to realize this since he 
next argues that a person would be blessed in the beatific vision even if 
God were not the object of it (54). He has to face the expected objec¬ 
tion that such a person would not be beatified because he would not be 
perfectly happy: he would want to see God as a real object (55). S 
dodges this objection by implying that no one can be beatified by one 
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act, and then by switching the discussion to state that whoever has a 
vision of God and is in the state of grace “possesses” God. His posi¬ 
tion is thus that one should be happy enough to see God, and to 
“possess” him in this way, even if what he sees or possesses is not real¬ 
ly God (56). Besides, S adds, perhaps it is against God’s immutability 
to be present in the beatific vision if He has not already been present 
(57). His position is then, except for one (poor) argument in his 
shotgun approach, that the blessed do not know that they see God 
rather than a vision of Him. 

We now can conclude that S has taught that, for the wayfarer, sen¬ 
sory objects, his faith and most of his actions, his soul or body, secon¬ 
dary causes, substances, natural science and most of ethics, cannot be 
known but are accepted only by belief; and that separated souls, the 
angels, and the blessed are similarly limited. 

As stated above, this would not be an extreme scepticism provided 
belief were fairly reliable. However, not only the tone of the work, but 
its teaching, leads us to have little confidence in belief. It is true that S 
calls it a kind of certitude, even though a lesser kind, and declares that 
he is certain, with this kind of certainty, that he is sitting in his chair 
and sees his pupils (66). But the basis of this kind of certainty is the 
general principle that God administers His creatures so as to allow 
them to perform their own actions. S declares that be accepts this prin¬ 
ciple unless, because of revelation or another good reason, it is 
violated in a particular case (66). But the question is: what kind of cer¬ 
titude attaches to this principle? Is it knowledge? Does it guarantee 
that the only violations of it are the few mentioned? Or, rather, is it 
itself only believed, so that it is only as “certain” as the types of 
knowledge it is supposed to bolster? For S the answer is clear: it is held 
only by belief, as a common opinion. It is not evident from its terms or 
in any other way (77-78). 

Because of the threat of arbitrary divine intrusion into the natural 
world, our author, quite possibly Stephen Patrington, has left for 
human knowledge only a few platitudes; all else is abandoned to 
belief, the guarantee of which is itself a matter of belief. What else was 
to be expected from an epistemology in which even those in heavenly 
glory could not be sure they were seeing God? Early-fourteenth- 
century philosophical scepticism was reaping a harvest decades later. 
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Cambridge, St. John’s College, Ms. D 28, ff. lr-3r 


Quod viator non potest per aliquem actum esse certus de 

EXISTENCIA ALICUIUS REI A SE DISTINCTE LOCO ET SUBIECTO 

lr 1 Arguitur: quia aut per noticiam abstractivam aut intuitivam. 
Sed primo modo non, quia abstractiva abstrahit ab hie et nunc, et 
eque potest esse sive res sit sive non. Igitur etc. Nec per intuitivam 
quia talis, saltern per 4 potentiam Dei, potest esse rei non existentis vel 
non presentis. Igitur etc. Assumptum quia omne absolutum distinc- 
tum loco et subiecto ab aliquo potest Deus conservare, ymo facere, si¬ 
ne alio. Sed tunc cognicio, cum sit subiective in cognoscente, distin- 
guitijr loco et subiecto ab omni eo a quo distinguitur suum objectum 
loco et subiecto. Igitur etc. Maior quia si distinguantur loco et subiec¬ 
to non potest esse unum illorum causa alterius nisi vel efficiens vel fi- 
nalis; sed in utroque genere cause potest Deus, prima causa sine se- 
cunda causa, quicquid potest cum secunda causa ex quo perfeccionem 
cause secunde multo eminencius continet. Nec potest inter talia esse 
maior connexio quam inter causam et causatum, et ideo omnem co- 
neccionem inter ilia potest prima causa Deus absolvere. 

2 Confirmatur per Beatum Augustinum septimo De Trinitate, ca- 
pitulo nono vel 32°. “Corpus,” inquit, “dicitur substantia eo quod 
accidentibus substat. Accidentia vero sunt que subiecto insunt, ut co¬ 
lor et forma. Et ideo, si desinat esse color ille vel forma, non adimunt 
corpori corporis esse quia non est hoc eius esse quod illam formam vel 
ilium colorem retinere.” Hec ille. 5 Cum igitur de duobus distinctis lo¬ 
co et subiecto verum sit quod unius esse non est alterum retinere quia 
esse suum est formaliter in se cum sit formaliter seipso ens, igitur, etsi 
unum eorum desinat esse, potest Deus saltern alterum conservare. 

3 Item idem, 15° De Trinitate, capitulo 13° vel 34°. “Nostra,” 
inquit, “scientia amissibilis et receptibilis est quia non hoc nobis est 
esse quod scire vel sapere. Sed scientia Dei ist inamissibilis eo quod ei¬ 
us idem est esse quod sapere.” Hec ille. 6 Cum igitur duorum loco et 
subiecto distinctorum non sit idem esse, videtur quod unum sine alio 
sine contradiccione potest esse. 

4 Ytem idem, 12° Confessionum, capitulo 15°. “Expectacio,” in¬ 
quit, “rerum futurarum fit contuitus cum venerint; idemque contuitus 

4 C addit po 

5 St. Augustine, De Trinitate , VII (V, 10), Turnholti 1968, 260. 

6 Ibid., XV (XIII, 22), 495. 
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fit memoria cum preterierint. Omnis porro qui ita variatur mutabilis 
est, et omne mutabile eternum non est.” Hec ille. 7 Cum igitur Deus 
sit eternus et inmutabilis, cognicio eius de preteritis non est memoria, 
nec de futuris expectacio, sed, tarn preteritorum quam futurorum et 
presencium, contuitus. 

5 Item ex eodem sequitur quod non semper in cognicione intuitiva 
oportet obiectum in propria existencia movere potentiam. Deus enim 
habet noticiam intuitivam creaturarum, que tamen non movent intel- 
lectum eius quia tunc vilesceret cum perficeretur viliori seipso. 

6 Ytem beatus in Verbo habet noticiam intuitivam alicuius non 
existentis quia alias esset cognicio eadem quandoque intuitiva, quan- 
doque abstractiva. Consequens falsum cum ille notitie sint specierum 
oppositarum realiter. Et consequentia arguitur quia, quando res est, 
habet beatus in Verbo noticiam intuitivam de ilia, sed actus beatificus 8 
manet 9 idem quando res est et quando non est, quia, secundum Au- 
gustinum, 15° De Trinitate, capitulo 16° vel41°: “non erunt ibi volu- 
biles cogitationes, ab aliis ad alia euntes et redeuntes, sed omnem 
scientiam nostram uno simul conspectu videbimus. , ’ Hec ille. 10 Igitur 
eadem cognitio est quandoque intuitiva, quandoque abstractiva, vel 
beatus numquam potest videre in Verbo rem aliquam que nunc non 
existit, vel iam videt aliquam nunc non existentem. Igitur etc. 

7 Item alias posset aliqua cognicio rei in genere proprio esse per- 
fectior quam visio in Verbo, sive quecumque eius cognicio in Verbo, 
quia, re existente, potest cognicio intuitiva eius haberi in genere pro¬ 
prio, et, ipsa non existente, non potest haberi talis cognitio eius in 
Verbo. Sed cognitio intuitiva est perfectior non-intuitiva respectu ei- 
usdem obiecti. Igitur perfectius cognoscetur res in se, quando est, 
quam in Verbo, quando non est. Quod tamen videtur falsum cum 
cognicio in Verbo sit clarissima. 

8 Item Beatus Benedictus habuit cognicionem intuitivam rerum 
sibi non presencium. Sic enim de ipso scribit Beatus Gregorius, secun- 
do Dialogorum: “Res,” inquit, “mira, omnis mundus velut sub uno 
solis radio collectus ante eius oculos adductus est.” Non autem addu- 
cebantur ante eum omnia presencia quia, ut dicit Gregorius post, 
exemplificans possibilitatem huius facti: “Non celum et terra contrac- 

7 St. Augustine, Confessions , XII, 15, in: PL (Patrologiae Latinae Cursus ), Paris 1844-64, 
XXXII, 832. 

8 beatificus ] sic F C V beneficus 

9 manet ] sic V C videt 

10 St. Augustine, De Trinitate , XV (XVI, 26), 500. 
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ta sunt, sed videntis animus dilatatus, qui in Deum raptus videre sine 
difficultate potuit omne quod infra Deum est”. Hec Gregorius. 11 Ex 
quibus patet quod 12 habuit visionem multorum sibi non presencium. 

9 Quod nullus potest certificari de alico a se distincto loco et su- 
biecto per visionem arguitur quia, si sic, detur quod de celo. Conse¬ 
quents non sequitur “Vides celum; igitur celum est,” quia eque po¬ 
test Deus causare visionem celi, ipso non existente sicud existente, 
quia, sicud supra argutum est de omnibus absolutis distinctis loco et 
subiecto, potest Deus causare unum sine reliquo, ymmo non existente 
altero. Igitur, cum visio celi sit res absoluta, potest Deus causare illam 
etsi celum non sit. Igitur non ex visione celi potes scire celum esse, 13 
saltern certius quam per fidem. Cum igitur non possis scire celum esse 
cercius quam per visionem, videtur quod nullo modo potes scire celum 
esse. 

10 Confirmatur quia, si scias celum esse, et ilia scientia qua hoc 
scis est aliquid absolutum loco et subiecto distinctum a celo, igitur po¬ 
test esse celo non existente, vel etsi celum non esset, et per consequens 
stat quod tu scias celum esse ipso non existente. Vel, e contra, si tu sci- 
res celum non existere, posset Deus creare celum conservando illam 
scientiam in anima tua, cum ad creacionem unius rei non sequitur ad- 
nihilacio alterius ab ea totaliter distincta. 

11 Contra arguitur, quia, si scientia huius “celum est” sit in te, 
tu scis celum esse, cum inpossibile sit aliquam scientiam in aliquo esse 
que non denominet; sed, si scientia illius “celum est” sit in te, potest 
esse in te etsi celum non sit; igitur, si scientia istius potest esse in te, tu 
potes scire celum esse, etsi celum non sit; consequens falsum. Dicitur 
hie uno modo quod possum scire celum esse, et hoc per cognicionem 
intuitivam, quia, etsi per cognitionem abstractivam non possim scire 
an res sit an non, tamen per noticiam 14 intuitivam possum, quia, 
quamvis cognicio intuitiva potest esse de re non existente, tamen, si 
cognitio intuitiva sit in me, per illam sciam an res st an non. 

12 Sed contra hanc rationem arguitur sic. Idem, manens idem, 
semper facit idem, et hoc maxime de agente naturali. Cum igitur cog¬ 
nicio intuitiva A maneat idem per te sive A sit sive non sit, et existente 
A, causat scientiam huius “A est”; igitur, et A non existente, causabit 
idem. Et sic, A non existente, erit scientia huius “A est”, quod est im- 

11 St. Gregory, Dialogues , II, 35, in: PL , LXVI, 198-199. 

12 patet ] sic V C pztz 

13 esse ] sic V C e 2 

14 C addit et 
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possibile. Confirmatur quia A nihil facit ad scientiam huius “A est” 
nisi mediante intuicione, quia scilicet causat intuicionem, et intuicio 
scientiam. Igitur cum intuicio se habeat uniformiter sive existit sive 
non, uniformiter causabit scientiam. Et per consequens si, A existen- 
te, causat scientiam, et non existente causabit scienciam. Et propterea 
stat prima ratio quia, si intuicio causat scientiam A manente, cum ilia 
sit absolutum distinctum ab A loco et subiecto, potest ilia scientia ma- 
nere destructo A. Et per consequens, A non manente, scietur quod A 
est quia inpossibile est quod scientia illius sit nisi ilia sciatur. 

13 Preterea falsum accipit responsio, scilicet quod per cognicio- 
nem intuitivam potest sciri an res sit an non, quia, secundo De Somp- 
no et Vigilia, vult Philosophus quod visio manet per aliquod tempus 
post absentacionem visibilis, et ita de aliis sensibus. Unde verba sua 
sunt hec: “Sensibilia secundum singulum organum sentiendi nobis af- 
ficiunt sensum. Et quod fit ab eis non solum inest organis sentiendi 
dum sensus agunt sed eciam dum abeunt”. 15 Cum igitur nihil fiat ab 
eis nisi sensacio, igitur nec a visibili nisi visio. Igitur et visio manet 
abeunte visibili, et tamen, manente visione post recessum visibilis, 
non potest videre an visibile sit presens vel non per visum. Dico: sed, 
si hoc iudicas, est per alium sensum, particularem vel superiorem, aut 
per intellectum. Igitur, si non esset aliqua potentia cognitiva nisi vi- 
sus, visus non iudicaret, nec tu per visum, an sensibile adesset an non, 
saltern pro tunc. Igitur, si cognicio intuitiva maneat in singulis sensi¬ 
bus et in intellectu in absencia rei vise, per nullam intuicionem potes 
certificari an res sit an non. 

14 Confirmatur quia, de candela vel de ligno ignito et velociter 
moto circulariter, apparet visui circulus ignitus. Et, si non esset alius 
sensus iudicans de obiecto, inpossible esset videntem scire ibi non esse 
circulum. Igitur, si omnis virtus cognitiva eodem modo afficitur in ab¬ 
sentia rei et presencia, sequitur quod nulla sit certitudo presencie rei 
vel absencie. 

15 Eadem est sentencia Augustini 11° De Trinitate, capitulo se¬ 
cundo vel sexto: “Cum”, inquit, “diu solem attendimus aut quecum- 
que luminaria, et deinde oculos clauserimus, lr/lv quasi versantur in 
conspectu quidam lucidi colores varie sese comutantes, minus minus- 
que fulgentes donee omnino desistant”. Hec ille. 16 Et, si dicas quod 
nihil manet ibi nisi species, patet per eundem ibidem, capitulo eodem, 

15 Aristotle, De Somniis , 2, in: Aristotelis Libri .. .cum Averrois.. .Commentariis, Venice 
1562, VI, pars II, 28 AB. 

16 St. Augustine, De Trinitate , XI (II, 4), 337. 


135 




quod vel species est visio vel non sine visione. 17 Et idem potest probari 
quia, cum species cum sensu sit principium sufficiens sensacionis, pos- 
sunt ilia duo causare sensacionem, aliis eodem modo se habentibus vel 
diverso. Ponit alia multa exempla ad predictum. Vide ibidem. 18 

16 Aliter dicitur. Concedo quod intuicio potest esse rei non 
existentis. Et ideo pro statu isto non potest homo esse certus per quam- 
cumque intuitivam an res sit an non. Angelus tamen vel anima sepa¬ 
rata bene potest quia potest scire utrum intuicio causetur ab eo vel 
non. Et, si causetur ab eo, scit quod res est quia intellectus non causat 
in se cognicionem intuitivam alicuius nisi illud existat. 

17 Sed contra hoc sunt eadem media que prius, et precise quod, 
cum ilia scientia sit res absoluta, potest manere post A. 

18 Et, si dicas quod ilia intuicio non causat scientiam etc. inmedi- 
ate, discurrendo sic (quia, quando intuicio causatur ab intellectu, re- 
sultat quedam relatio inter ipsam et intellectum, scilicet effectus ad 
causam, que non resultat quando inmediate causatur a Deo, et ideo 
intellectus videns illam relacionem potest scire se causasse illam intui- 
cionem), contra: Idem est argumentum de relatione sicud de re, quia 
ilia scientia, per quam scit relacionem esse, est absolutum distinctum 
ab ilia relacione; igitur potest esse sine ilia relacione cum nec scientia 
sit in ilia relacione nec e contra; et per consequens non potest esse cer¬ 
tus an relatio sit an non. 

19 Si eciam omne absolutum potest esse sine alio sequitur ut pri¬ 
us quod nullus potest scire se habere fidem, nec per consequens esse fi- 
delem, cum ilia scientia sit absolutum quid etc., ut supra. 

20 Nec obstat quod scientia et fides non distinguntur subiecto 
quia sunt in eadem anima; cum enim sint due res absolute potest Deus 
conservare unam, destruendo alteram, Igitur etc. 

21 Augustinus, 15° De Trinitate, capitulo 12° vel 31°, contra 
Achademicos (qui posuerunt nihil sciri), dicit quod homo scit se 19 vive- 
re, it in hoc non potest falli. Nec hoc solum, sed scit se scire se vivere, 
et sic de infinitis si addantur. 20 Sed omnes iste sunt contingentes: “fi- 
des est in te”, “tu vivis”, etc. Igitur aliquod contingens potest sciri. Si 
autem concedis to posse scire te esse vel vivere, etc. (quia, si aliquid 
scis, potes scire quod ilia scientia non sit separate a te, quia tunc non 
esset tibi principium sciendi, et sic per consequens potes scire te esse, 

17 Ibid . 

18 Ibid. , 337-338. 

19 se ] sic V C de 

20 St. Augustine, De Trinitate , XV (XII, 21), 491. 
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sed de contingenti distincto a te loco et subiecto est inpossible te hoc 
scire), contra probo quod tu non potes scire istam “Hec fides est in 
te”, nec aliquem actum reflexum inesse tibi. Quia ilia scientia per 
quam scis fidem vel aliquem actum talem inesse tibi est absolutum 
quid distinctum realiter a fide et a tali actu. Tunc capio istam proposi- 
tionem eque probabilem sicud primam, “Omne absolutum potest 
Deus facere sine omni eo absoluto cuius non est forma nec e contra”. 
Hec non habet instanciam nec de materia et forma, nec de quantitate 
et figura, nec de subiecto et eius passione. Sed hec scientia qua scis fi¬ 
dem vel actum sciendi inesse tibi est huius. Igitur potest inesse tibi sine 
coexistencia illorum, et per consequens per ilia non potest sciri ilia in¬ 
esse tibi. 

22 Item. Videtur quod non potes scire te esse, nec per consequens 
potes scire te scire aliquid, quia ilia scientia tantum est in anima et po¬ 
test esse eque in ea sive fuerit separata sive coniuncta. Et per conse¬ 
quens per illam non potest scire se uniri nec utrum ex se et corpore re- 
sultet homo. Igitur etc. 

23 Item talis scientia, ex quo est absolutum, potest separari et esse 
per se vel in alia anima. Cum omnes anime sint eiusdem rationis et 
per consequens eque receptive cuiuscumque qualitatis, igitur potest 
esse hec scientia sine hac anima. 

24 Quod ad hanc materiam dicit Scotus in suo quolibet, questione 
13a, quod abstractiva fertur in rem non ut in se presens est potentie 
cognitive sed in aliquo alio, sive sit species sive aliquid virtualiter con- 
tinens illus vel eius noticiam; intuitiva vero fertur in aliquid, in rem 
scilicet ut presens est in se, ita scilicet quod, in cognicione ilia, res cog- 
nita in propria existencia sit motiva potentie cognitive, et non aliud ip- 
sum virtualiter vel representative continens. Exemplum primi in po- 
tentia sensitiva est quod ymaginativa fertur in rem sive sit presens sive 
non, sed ut abstrahit ab 21 hie et nunc. Visus autem fertur in rem ut 
presens est in se. Et eodem modo est in intellectu de abstractiva, non 
est dubium. Et de intuitiva satis patet quia per talem visionem beatifi- 
camur, scilicet per facialem et claram visionem. “Cum enim apparue- 
rit videbimus eum sicuti est” (prima Johannis, tertio), “et similes ei 
erimus”. 22 Et confirmatur quia perfectionis est posse attingere obiec- 
tum in se, ubi nunc vilescit potentia ex inperfectione obiecti. Igitur, 
cum hoc conveniat sensitive, non debet negari intellective. 23 

21 ab ] sic V C ut 

22 / John , III, 2. 

23 Duns Scotus, Quaestiones Quodlibetales , XIII, 8 and 10, in: Opera Omnia , XXV, Paris 
1895, 521-522. 
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25 Ex hiis dictis sumentes aliqui occasionem dicunt quod, nec po- 
tentia nature nec Dei, potest intuicicio esse nisi obiecti presentis. Et 
potest pro eis 24 sic argui. Si enim formalis ratio intuicionis est ferri in 
rem ut in se presens est, ex dictis, et actus non potest manere nisi ma- 
neat eius ratio formalis, igitur etc. 

26 Preterea, si posset esse visio sine invisibili, posset quis esse bea¬ 
ms non habendo Deum pro obiecto sibi presente. Consequens falsum, 
ut videtur. Et consequentia patet quia habens visionem Dei est 
beatus, 25 et per te non repugnat visionem esse sine obiecto visibili; igi¬ 
tur etc. 

27 Et, si dicas quod non sequitur (quia nihil potest causare visio¬ 
nem alicuius absentis nisi contineat virtualiter vel ipsum vel eius cog- 
nitionem; modo nihil continet Deum virtualiter nec eius cognitionem 
intuitivam nisi ipsemet; ideo, si per inpossibile ipse foret absens, nihil 
posset causare intuicionem eius vel eius visionem), contra: Non est 
idem causare visionem et obici potentie visive, quia aliquid potest cau¬ 
sare visionem etsi non obiicitur visui, ut satis patet. Igitur et Deus po¬ 
test causare visionem in potentia cui se non obiecerit presencialiter in 
ratione obiecti. 

28 Preterea, posset esse visio qua 26 tamen nihil vel nonens videre- 
tur quia posset esse visio, anihilato visibili; quod tamen habet [Scotus] 
pro inconvenienti. 

29 Et, si arguitur contra eum sic (omne absolutum potest Deus 
etc.; hec intuicio est absolutum tale; igitur etc.) dicit quod est figura 
dictionis, sicud hie, “Quicquid heri vidisti hodie vides, etc.” Quia in¬ 
tuicio addit, supra actum, relacionem actualem ad objectum existens. 
Et ideo quando est talis relatio est intuicio; et quando non, non. 

30 Item non videtur quod per illam relationem fiat intuicio. Quia 
sic idem actus quandoque intuitiva, quandoque abstractiva, quod non 
videtur cum sint 27 sensaciones realiter opposite vel essentialiter dis- 
tincte quia una est universaliter perfeccior et clarior alia respectu eius- 
dem obiecti in eodem lumine. Et hoc concedit idem doctor, ut prius. 28 
Sed tunc dicit quod, si possit manere visio sine relacione ad obiectum, 
adhuc foret beatus habens talem visionem. 29 Et probatur quod beati- 

24 eis ] sic V C ois 

25 beatus ] sic V C homo 

26 qua ] sic V C que 

27 sint ] sic V C sit 

28 Duns Scotus, op. cit.., XIII, 10; 522. 

29 Ibid., 16; 544. 
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tudo Dei non est aliqua talis relatio ad obiectum, et tamen secundum 
Philosophum 30 consistit in operacione. 31 Sed secundum ipsum, ut pri- 
us, nullus est actus beatificus nisi intuitivus; igitur, ut videtur de for- 
mali ratione actus intuitivi, non est habere actualem relacionem ad 
obiectum. Et per consequens, si actus possit manere sine relacione ta¬ 
li, ut concedit, adhuc foret intuitivus. 

31 Confirmatur per eundem. Intuitiva et abstractiva sunt species 
qualitatis essentialiter distincte. Etsi non differrent, probari posset, 
quia universaliter quelibet intuicio in eodem lumine, 32 in eadem po- 
tentia, et eiusdem obiecti, perfeccior est abstractiva. Sed nulla species 
qualitatis distinguitur essentialiter ab alia per solam relacionem (quod 
etiam concedit idem doctor ibidem, 33 etiam in operacionibus istis). 
Igitur nec per istam constituitur formaliter relacionem quia per idem 
constituitur et distinguitur, saltern essentialiter. Igitur si possit manere 
actus sine relacione adhuc erit intuitivus. 

32 Sed dicit ulterius quod ilia cognitio que, manente relacione 
reali, est intuitiva, destructa relacione, non est abstractiva quia tunc 
nec est intuitiva nec abstractiva actualiter, habitualiter tamen est in¬ 
tuitiva. Contra. Omnis cognitio rei vel est eius ut est vel ut non est, vel 
ut est indifferens ad esse et non esse, ut scilicet abstrahit. Sed secundo 
modo non est cognitio de qua est sermo quia tunc non esset rei presen- 
tis. Et, si tertio modo, est abstractiva. Si autem primo modo, est intui¬ 
tiva per differentias asignatas. Et confirmatur quod, sicud cognitio 
abstractiva non dividitur in actualem et habitualem, loquendo de cog- 
nitione que est actus secundus, ita nec intuitiva debet sic dividi, ut vi¬ 
detur. 

33 Item. Idem est actus per te qui prius. Igitur eodem modo fertur 
in obiectum quo prius et sub eadem ratione. Sed prius ferebatur in 
obiectum ut presens erat, per te. Igitur et modo. Igitur et nunc est in¬ 
tuitiva sicud tunc. Consequentia patet per supra positam differentiam 
inter intuitivam et abstractivam, vel non-intuitivam. Et prima conse¬ 
quentia patet quia actus est formale principium potentie tendendi in 
obiectum, et non ipsum obiectum. Manente autem eodem principio 
formali, sequitur idem effectus in eadem potentia eodem modo dispo- 
sita. Idem enim ignis in eadem materia non est quandoque principium 


30 Aristotle, Ethics , X, 6; 1176bl. 

31 Duns Scotus, op. cit ., XIII, 16; 544-545. 
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unius effectus, quandoque alterius, nisi propter aliam dispositionem 
materie. 

34 Et confirmatur quod actus in proposito nihil est nisi tendentia. 
Et propterea talis relatio, si ponatur alia res ab actu, est posterior eo. 
Et per consequens non dat actui motum tendendi in obiectum, lv/2r 
quia motus est intrinsecus actui et presupponitur ipsi relacioni. Si au- 
tem relatio non sit alia res, tunc omnino nulla erit variatio in actu ex 
hoc quod res non existit. Et per consequens, si prius intuimus et modo 
non, non dicitur *‘intuimus” denominacione extrinseca, propter scili¬ 
cet existenciam obiecti, quia eadem ratione abstractiva foret intuitiva 
quando obiectum est, immo propter motum tendendi in obiectum qui 
manet idem dum actus manet idem, sive obiectum sit sive non. Et 
ideo, si obiecto corrupto manet actus idem et prius erat intuitivus, igi- 
tur nunc. 

35 Item, aut relatio est eadem res fundamento aut non. Si sic, 
tunc eadem res manet et eadem cognitio, destructo obiecto, que prius. 
Si non, non videtur quod propter relacionem dicitur cognitio intuitiva, 
set quedam species qualitatis que non constituitur formaliter per rela¬ 
cionem. 

36 Et confirmatur quia beatitudo nostra consistit in cognitione in¬ 
tuitiva, et non videtur quod propter solam appositionem 34 relacionis 
fiat quis beatus et propter remocionem miser cum beatitudo consistat 
in actu et actus potest esse eque perfectus sine relacione sicud cum ea, 
saltern si potest esse sine obiecto. Quod probatur per rationem 
pretactam 35 quia, si Deus potest actum 36 istum conservare vel creare 
sine obiecto, igitur et istum actum eque perfectum in absentia obiecti. 
Cum igitur potentia non perficitur obiecto nisi mediante actu, eque 
perfecta erit potentia et etiam actus absente obiecto 37 sicud presente. 
Videtur igitur quod tarn intuitiva quam abstractiva sit absolutum 
quid, et ideo potest Deus causare illam et conservare sine obiecto. 

37 Sed numquid naturaliter possit esse sine illo est magis dubium, 
et potest suaderi quod sic. Nam secundo de Sompno et Vigilia dicit 
Philosophus, secundo capitulo, quod singulis organis sentiendi inest 
sensacio non solum agentibus sensibilibus 38 sed etiam abeuntibus. 


34 appositionem ] sic V C ppom 

35 pretactam ] sic V C practicam 

36 actum ] sic V C actus 
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Exemplificat autem in visu et auditu. 39 Cum igitur virtualiter 
exteriores 40 non sint abstractive, videtur quod sensacio manens post 
abcessum sensibilis erit intuitiva cognicio. 

38 Confirmatur quod visibile non causat visionem eius nisi quia 
immutet medium, et medium immutat sensum, ut patet primo Physi- 
corum, commento 12°. 41 Cum igitur immutatione 42 medii, species sci¬ 
licet causata in eo, si ponatur, potest aliquando 43 manere in absentia 
visibilis, ut videtur Philosophus dicere secundo De Sompno, ubi 
prius. 44 Et exemplificat de motis localiter: post quietem primi motus, 
movet unum aliud, et illud aliud donee defecerit virtus primi motus. 
Sic autem, dicit ipse, est immutacio sensibilis. Et ideo recedente prius 
movente, quod est sensibile, potest medium ab eo motum etiam sen- 
sum movere, et per consequens causare in eo intuicionem sicut prius, 
quia agens idem et paciens idem. Nec obstat quod sensibile non est 
presens quod non agit in sensum nisi per medium; igitur, si medium 
uniformiter se habeat, ipso presente et absente, uniformiter causabit 
intuicionem. 

39 Et, si dicas quod medium non potest per aliquod tempus uni¬ 
formiter se habere sensibili absente sicud ipso presente, quamvis huius 
oppositum directe dicat Philosophus, 45 hoc tamen non solvit. Quia per 
te, cum prima causa possit seipsa quicquid potest cum causa secunda, 
potest saltern facere seu conservare medium uniformiter dispositum et 
per eandem formam, in absentia sensibilis sicud in presencia. Cum 
igitur forma, a quocumque causetur, equaliter et eque naturaliter ope- 
retur, sicud oculus 46 productus naturaliter et reductus miraculose, et 
sicud accidentia separata, quamvis non existent separata per naturam, 
tamen naturaliter agunt in sensum, sequitur a pari quod medium sic 
immediate dispositum a Deo naturaliter causet intuicionem in sensu. 
Et habetur propositum. 

40 Item, aliud potest esse experimentum. Ex ponitur ab Augusti- 
no, 11° De Trinitate, secundo vel sexto capitulo, quod, si quis diu 
respiciat corpus splendidum etc. 47 Et idem dicit Philosophus, secundo 

39 Aristole, De Somniis, 2, in: op. cit ., 28 A-F. 

40 exteriores ] sic V C exiiores 

41 Aristotle, De Somniis, 2, in: op. cit., 28B. 

42 immutatione ] sic V C immutacio 

43 aliquando ] C, F, V aliter 

44 See n. 37. 

45 Ibid. 

46 oculus ] sic V C oculos 

47 See n. 15. 
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De Sompno, capitulo quo prius, sic dicens: “Si ad solem perspicien- 
tes, vel aliquod splendidum, oculos concluserimus, observantibus qui- 
dem videtur secundum direccionem qua accidit visum videre. 48 

41 Sed forte dicitur quod, oculo clauso, manet in eo quedam lux 
prius causata a corpore lucido, que lux videtur et non corpus. Sed con¬ 
tra: eque videtur lux causata a lucido indigere presencia illius, sicud 
intuicio presencia intuibilis, quia lux non solum causatur a lucido sed 
etiam conservatur, ut patet quia aliter ad clausionem fenestre non ex- 
cluditur lumen. 

42 Et potest addi ad rationem 49 immediate precedentem 50 quod 51 
intuicio habet unam causam conservantem in absentia obiecti, 
scilicet 52 potentiam que est causa parcialis eius, lux vero nullam quia 
solum est a corpore lucido effective. Igitur videtur quod minus potest 
lux manere, absente lucido, quam intuicio absente intuibili. 53 Et prop- 
terea avertatur oculus et aperiatur. Si maneret talis lux in eo posset ali¬ 
us oculus prope existens videre illam cum sit in corpore terminato, et 
excellencior luce in medio. Et hoc iudicat sensus, et non decipitur circa 
proprium sensible. Oppositum autem consequentis apparet sensui. 

43 Item tu numquam probares mihi quod videam corpus splendi¬ 
dum quia dicerem quod non corpus sed lucem ab eo causatam. Quia, 
cum sensus uniformiter iudicet in absentia et presencia, non potest 
manifestari, nec alia experientia doceri, quod corpus est presens quam 
quod absens quia per te eque est lux causata in absentia corporis lucidi 
sicud in presencia. Igitur etc. 

44 Preterea, aliud experimentum ponit Philosophus secundo De 
Sompno, ubi supra, quod, aliquo velociter moto, etiam ipso quiescen- 
te videt motum, ut patet de aliquo velociter moto circulariter qui 
post 54 motum ilium, in quiete, videt quasi motum celi et terre circa se. 
Idem 55 patet de aliquo moto in navi. Talis autem motus non est quia 
nec in oculo, nec in medio, nec in obiecto, quia, etsi hec omnia quie- 
scant quiete opposita motui locali, non minus videtur sibi motus loca- 
lis. 


48 See n. 40, 28D. 

49 rationem ] sic V C raem 

50 precedentem ] C presedentem V precedente 

51 quod ] sic V C quia 

52 scilicet ] C, F, V, quia 

53 intuibili ] sic V C intuibilibus 

54 post ] sic V C prius 

55 Idem ] sic V C Item 
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45 Nec valet dicere quod non videt motum sed speciem eius quia, 
cum motus non immutet organum nisi intencionaliter, non causat spe¬ 
ciem in eo nisi eadem 56 sit medium cognoscendi et videndi motum. Et, 
si hoc, vel ilia species est quando videtur vel 57 non. Si sic, nunc causat 
visionem motus sicut prius, per rationem prius factam. Si non, habe- 
tur propositum, quod scilicet sensibile non existens videtur. 

46 Item. Ad idem est experimentum de aliquo ligno velociter mo* 
to circulariter ubi apparet circulus, cum tamen non sit, et de baculo 
aque immerso secundum unum extremum qui ideo apparet fractus, 
cum tamen non sit. 

47 Item aliter non possent sensus illudi, cuius oppositum experi- 
tur. Quod etiam concedit Scotus, libro primo, questione prima, po- 
nens quod visio potest esse rei absentis, ut patet in illusione sensuum. 
Dicit tamen quod tales visiones non sunt ita perfecte sicut visiones pre- 
sencium. 58 Sed dubium est verisimile tamen quod, si posset eque per- 
fecta species causari in medio ab alia causa quam a re cuius esset, 
quod eque perfecta visio foret in oculo, re non existente sicud existen- 
te. Nam causa immediata, que non movetur a mediata nisi quia ab ea 
producitur, causat eque perfectum effectum prima non agente, si sit 
eque perfecta, sicud ipsa agente. 

48 Et si queris an naturaliter possit causari eque perfecta species 
in medio, absente obiecto sicud presente, non audeo hoc asserere, cum 
non apparetur experimentaliter, nec etiam negare, cum tarn largus sit 
sinus nature ut a magis Pharaonis subito ex virgis fiant serpentes. 59 
Nec debet negari nature quod non potest probari repugnare nature. 
Quicquid autem sit de hiis, satis est certum quod, saltern per potenti- 
am Dei, quod cognicio intuitiva potest esse, non existente obiecto. 

49 Quomodo igitur 2r/2v differunt abstractiva et intuitiva, dico 
quod formaliter ex se, ex natura scilicet intrinseca, 60 sicud quecumque 
res seipsa 61 differt a quacumque alia. 62 Si autem queris de differentia 
qua cognoscitur hoc differre ab illo, videtur mihi dicendum quod per 
hoc differunt, quod intuitiva fertur in rem ac si esset presens, sive ta¬ 
men sit presens sive non, abstractiva vero in rem non ut est presens 


56 eadem ] C, F, V idem 

57 C, F, V, addit quando 

58 This reference could not be located. 

59 Exodus , VII, 8-13. 

60 intrinseca ] sic F C intrinca 

61 seipsa ] sic V C seipso 

62 alia ] sic V C omittit 
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sed abstrahendo ab omni differentia temporis et loci vel situs. Sicud 
autem abstractiva, quamvis non sit rei existentis ut existentis, vel ut 
est existens, potest tamen esse existentis non ut existens est, sic intuiti- 
va, quamvis tendat in rem quasi existens est, potest tamen esse rei non 
existentis quasi tamen existeret. Intuitiva igitur est visio clara qualem 
nata est res in existencia propria causare et que tendit in rem ac si pre¬ 
sens adesset, quamvis tamen non oportet earn semper esse presentem. 
Abstractiva vero minus perfecta est cognitio; nec tendit in rem ut est 
presens sed magis abstrahit ab omni differentia temporali et situali. 

50 Arguunt tamen aliqui quod eadem cognicio sit quandoque in¬ 
tuitiva, quandoque non. Et primo sic. Cognitio intuitiva latitudinis, et 
cognicio intuitiva corporis, possunt simul esse in intellectu. Igitur in- 
tellectus potest illas componere. Igitur potest ilia propositio in memo- 
ria conservari. Igitur in abstractiva intellectual potest ilia cognitio 
manere, et tunc not erit intuitiva. Igitur etc. 

51 Item. Cognicio intuitiva cause, secundum quod cause, est cog¬ 
nicio Creatoris, et tunc vel est abstractiva (et habetur propositum) vel 
intuitiva (sed talis non habetur de Deo hie in via). Igitur etc. 

52 Item, cognoscatur lapis abstractive et postea presentetur sen- 
sui. Tunc aut sit nova cognitio in intellectu, et desinit antiqua; aut ilia 
cognitio que fuit 63 abstractiva modo fit intuitiva; aut adquiritur nova, 
cognicione manente antiqua. Primum non est dandum quia tunc pos¬ 
set lapis inmediate transmutare intellectum et corrumpere formam in 
eo quia, si lapis visus 64 absentaretur, corrumpetur una forma que pre- 
fuit in intellectu, et a nullo corrumpente. Nec ultimum est dandum 
quia tunc intellectus agens non causaret illam cognitionem. Igitur re- 
linquitur medium, quod est propositum. 

53 Per predictam differentiam intuitive et abstractive potest 
responderi ad primum argumentum (50) opposite opinionis (25) quia 
formalis racio intuicionis non est ferri in rem presentem sed ferri in 
rem ac si presentialiter adesset, quod bene potest etsi res sit absens. 

54 Ad aliud (26), cum dicitur “Posset aliquis esse beatus sine pre- 
sencia Dei in ratione obiecti”, negatur consequentia, et dicitur quod, 
ex quo Deus de necessitate nature sue est presens cuicumque, non po¬ 
test visio eius esse in aliquo cui non sit presens ipsemet. Si tamen Deus 
non esset ubique, et ipsemet vel alius posset causare visionem eius 
indistinctam 65 ab eo (inquam visionem claram qualis erit in patria), 

63 fuit ] sic V C fit 

64 visus ] sic V C viso 

65 indistinctam ] C, F, V indistincte 
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non videtur quin talis foret beatus, quia haberet in se formaliter beati- 
tudinem. Homo enim formaliter beatificatur per visionem (vel fruicio- 
nem, non euro modo) et non per ipsum Deum nisi quatenus est obiec- 
tum, vel efficiens suam beatitudinem. Sicud enim impossible est albe- 
dinem inesse alicui quod non sit album, sic nec visionem et fruicionem 
in alico quod non sit beatus. 66 Antecedens autem huius deducti non 
claudit contradictionem, ut verisimile est. Quod autem Deus de neces¬ 
sitate sit ubique patet Monologion, 14°: "Necesse est”, inquit, 
4 'quod, sicud nihil factum est nisi per creatricem presentem essen- 
tiam, ita nihil vigeat nisi per eiusdem servantem presenciam”. "Quod 
si ita est, ydeo”, inquit, "quia ex necessitate ita est consequenter ut, 
ubi ipsa non sit, nihil sit”. 67 Hec ille. 

55 Sed forte dicis quod taliter beatificatus non haberet quicquid 
ordinate posset velle, 68 quia non ipsum Deum. Et per consequens non 
foret beatus quia, 13° De Trinitate, octavo vel 15°, dicit Augustinus 
beatum esse formaliter qui habet quicquid vult et nihil mali vult. 69 

56 Dico quod beatitudo ibi non accipitur pro alico uno actu sed 
pro aliquo qui in se aggregat statum omnium bonorum. Et illo modo 
non est aliquis beatificatus nisi habeat quicquid vult. Deus autem ali- 
ter haberi non potest nisi per inhabitantem gratiam per intellectum vel 
voluntatem. Et ideo, si videtur quod eo fruatur, et fruens sit in gratia, 
sequitur quod ipse habeat Deum quia per gratiam et actum. Unde Au¬ 
gustinus, primo Soliloquiorum, capitulo secundo: "Videre Deum, 
hoc est quod habere”. 70 Et De Beata Vita, in finem: "Hoc aio habere 
Deum, id est frui Deo”. 71 Hec ille. Et ideo, si videtur Deus, et eo fru¬ 
ens sit in gratia, habet Deum per gratiam et actum quamvis per in- 
compossibile ipse non foret presens sibi. 

57 Et forte si 72 non esset presens non posset esse presens nisi esset 
mutabilis, quod non est dicendum de Deo. 

58 Ad aliud (28) conceditur quod possibile est non-ens videri in 
Verbo quia anima Christi multa non-encia videt in Verbo. 

59 Ad aliud quo potest instari quod scilicet magis, vel saltern non 
minus, dependet intuitiva in esse absoluto quam abstractiva. Patet per 


66 beatus / C, F, V beatum 

67 St. Anselm, Monologion, 14-15, in: Opera omnia, I, Stuttgart 1968, 27. 

68 velle ] sic V C vellet 

69 St. Augustine, De Trinitate, XIII (VIII, II), in: op. cit., 396. 

70 St. Augustine, Soliliquies, I (I, 3), in: PL, XXXII, 870. 

71 St. Augustine, De Beata Vita, cap. IV, 34, ibid., 976. 

72 Et forte y C repetit 
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differentiam Scoti supra positam (2 m A); 73 sed cognitio alia, abstracti- 
va puta scientia, per nullam potentiam potest esse sine obiecto 74 quia, 
destructo scibili, destruitur scientia (in predictis, capitulo de 4 ‘Ad ali- 
ud”); 75 igitur multo magis intuitiva non potest esse sine obiecto. 

60 Nec valet dicere quod, destructo scibili, destruitur scientia 
quoad relacionem in ea quia ista non manet nisi manentibus extremis; 
absoluter tamen manet. Contradictio est quod scientia sit et per earn 
tamen nihil sciatur, vel quod falsum sciatur, quod tamen sequitur si, 
destructo scibili, maneret scientia. 

61 Ad istud dico quod est possibile de aliqua intuicione quod ma¬ 
gis sine obiecto quam certa abstractiva, et alica abstractiva magis 
quam certa intuitiva. Et, cum dicitur, destructo scibili, quod destrui¬ 
tur scientia, dico quod scientia non est nisi habitus alicuius complexi, 
ut Philosophus ibi loquitur, 76 alicuius scilicet conclusionis vel princi- 
pii. 77 Et contradictio est talem scientiam esse nisi tale complexum sit 
verum, saltern si termini componantur. Et ideo non 78 potest scientia 
manere, destructo scibili et veritate complexi cuius est scientia. Si ta¬ 
men tale complexum sit vel possit esse verum, destructo obiecto cuius 
est (ut, si hec sit vera, homine non existente: “homo non est 
risibilis”), tunc non oportet scientiam destrui ad destruccionem obiec- 
ti cuius est. Sufficeret enim naturaliter tunc ad habendam scientiam 
quod maneret aliquid (vel aliqua) quod (vel que) possunt causare con- 
ceptus extremorum, et intellectus componens illos ad invicem. Si dica- 
tur (posito quod ante hoc scivi A, et A nunc non sit) quod illud idem 
quod prius fuit scitum 79 iam non est scitum, 80 contra: Tunc illud idem 
in die milesies flerit scita et non scita vel ignorata, quod non videtur 
verum. Unde dicit Philosophus septimo Metaphysice quod de singula- 
ribus non est scientia quia, illis abeuntibus, non manet de illis nisi esti- 
macio, quod non differet si idem posset quandoque esse scientia, 
quandoque non. Quia tunc sensibilis presentis posset esse scientia 
que, eodem absente, posset esse estimacio. 81 Et ideo Commentator 


73 See paragraph 24. The 2 m A is a reference to the second folium of the original ma¬ 
nuscript of this work. 

74 C addit nec valet dicere 

75 Paragraph 26. 

76 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, I, 2. 

77 principii ] C, F, V, principium 

78 non ] C omittit 

79 scitum ] sic V C scita 

80 scitum ] sic V C scita 

81 Aristotle, Metaphysics, VII, 15; 1039b27-1040al. 
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ibidem, commento 54°, dicit quod sicud necessariorum est scientia sic 
sensibilium estimacio quia remanet eorum informacio in anima sed 
non ita quod sit quis, per eum, certus. 82 

62 Item tu dicis quod, clausis oculis post visionem splendidi, vide- 
tur ibi lux, non corpus splendidum (41). Sed certum est quod sit 
visum 83 quantum est ex iudicio visus: magis iudicat se videre corpus 
splendidum quam lucem. Igitur, ex hoc quod videt lucem, non est cer¬ 
tus de luce tali quod sit in tali situ, et sic sine corpore lucido. Item eti- 
am potest argui ex aliis experimentis supra positus. 

63 Aliter dicitur, concedo, quod pro statu isto non potest aliquis 
esse certus de existentia cuiuscumque rei ab eo distincte loco et subiec- 
to, quia hie non potest scire an intuicio causetur ab obiecto an non, et 
ideo non potest iudicare an res in se sit presens an non; angelus tamen 
vel anima separata potest, quia est causa parcialis intuicionis et potest 
scire quando causat et quando non. Non enim causat nisi coagente 
obiecto. Et ideo potest scire quando est obiectum presens et quando 
non (16). 

64 Sed contra istud sunt eadem media que prius. Si enim ilia in¬ 
tuicio quando causatur a potentia et obiecto certificet videntem de 
existencia obiecti, igitur, si eadem intuicio seu cognitio causetur a 
Deo, eodem modo certificabit quia idem, manens idem, semper facit 
idem. Et propterea eadem cognitio que causatur a re potest manere, 
ipsa re destructa, ut tu concedis. Igitur, si prius certificabit, et modo 
certificabit, ex quo manet invariata. Et, si dicis quod ex intuicione sola 
non certificatur intellectus sed ex hoc quod, quando intuicio causatur 
ab intellectu, consurgit quedem relatio in ipsa intuicione ad intellec- 
tum, producentis scilicet ad productum, et intellectus videns illam re- 
lationem 2v/3r scit quod causatur ab intellectu, contra: Supponendo 
modo tecum quod sit talis relacio, potest Deus eque causare 84 cognici- 
onem eius in te sine ista sicud cum ista sive scilicet sit sive non sit. Non 
enim est maior ratio quare potest causare intuicionem obiecti 85 sine ei¬ 
us existencia quam relacionis, posito quod relatio possit videri. Et per 
consequens non es magis certificatus ex hoc quod vides relacionem 
quam aliunde. Et propterea, posito quod intellectus sit causa parcialis 
cum obiecto, potest Deus, ut videtur, supplere vicem obiecti non sup- 

82 Averroes, In Metaphysicam, VII, comm. 53, in: Aristotelis Libri... cum Averrois... Com- 
mentariis , Venice, 1562, VIII, 202 EF. 
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plendo vicem potentie, ita scilicet quod Deus et potentia causent intui- 
cionem. Et tunc intuicionis ad intellectum est relacio realis. Et tamen 
ex hoc non potest videri quod obiectum sit. 

65 Item, posito quod angelus posset scire, cum ilia scientia sit ab- 
solutum distinctum loco et subiecto ab obiecto, posset manere sine il- 
lo. Et per consequens posset angelus scire rem esse quando non esset, 
quod est inconveniens. 

66 Quantum igitur ad istum articulum, distinguo de certitudine. 
Aliquando enim accipitur pro firmitate adhesionis prout distinguitur 
contra dubitationem. Alio modo pro evidencia rei, prout scilicet dis¬ 
tinguitur contra fidem. Primo modo est homo certus de articulis fidei 
quamvis de illis non habeat noticiam evidentem vel scientiam. Non 
enim dubitat aliquis fidelis Deum esse trinum et unum et tamen hoc 
non scit aliquis viator. Secundo modo est noticia conclusionis evidens 
deducte ex principiis per se notis, et noticia etiam principii per se noti 
ex teminis vel aliquo alio modo. Et ita certitudo nullo modo secum 
compatitur falsitatem; contradiccionem enim claudit quod tu scias ali- 
quam propositionem falsam. Altera autem certitudo, quantum est a 
parte sui, secum compatitur falsitatem. Etsi enim fidei catholice non 
subsit falsitas, tamen quantum est ex generali ratione fidei bene stat 
falsitas cum ea. Loquendo igitur de certitudine secundo modo, dico 
quod per nullum actum potest viator esse certus de rei existencia ab eo 
distincte loco et subiecto. Quia quelibet talis res est contingens et po¬ 
test, ipso existente, non existere. Et omnem cognicionem possibilem 
de eo potest Deus causare eque ipso non existente sicud existente. 
Quare per nullam talem cognicionem potest esse certus quod existat. 
(Deus autem non distinguitur loco a quocumque; et ideo, quamvis ho¬ 
mo possit esse certus de eius existentia, tamen non est ad propositum). 
Loquendo vero de certitudine primo modo, sic potest homo esse certus 
de talibus quia, secundum Augustinum, septimo De Civitate Dei, 
30°: “Sic Deus res administrat ut eas agere motus proprios sinat.” 86 
Et nono Metaphysice, commento septimo: “Qui aufert a rebus actio- 
nes proprias aufert etiam essentias; et tales non habent cerebrum ap- 
tum ad bonum.” 87 Et Damascenus, tertio Sententiarum, 15°: “Quo¬ 
rum accio una, et substantia una, et e contro. Quia unaqueque essen¬ 
tia habet propriam accionem.” 88 Unde hoc est ita uniformiter a sanc- 

86 St. Augustine, De Civitate Dei , VII, 30; in PL, XLI, 220. 

87 See n. 82, IX, comm. 7; 231 HI. 

88 St. John Damascene, De Fide Orthodoxa , III, 15, 6-7, in: De Fide Orthodoxa , St. Bona- 
venture, 1955, 232-233. 
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tis et prophetis proclamatum quod non possum dissentire 89 quin res 
causet suam accionem nisi oppositum mihi aliunde apparuerit et per 
aliam causam, ut per revelacionem vel aliam causam. Et ideo sum cer- 
tus tali certitudine quod modo sedeo in cathedra, et quod vos video, et 
de talibus, quamvis de istis non sim certus secundo 90 modo. 

67 Dicis, secundum hoc, quod periret omnis via adquirendi scien- 
tiam per experientiam quia, ex hoc quod vides talem sanari post talem 
pocionem, non sequitur quod ille sit sanatus post talem pocionem, si- 
cud nec sequitur ‘'Vides istum; igitur scis istum esse. ,, 

68 Item periret omnis demonstracio ab effectu ad causam quia 
non posset sciri quod aliquis effectus sit a quacumque causa secunda. 

69 Item sic accidentia non conferrent ad cognicionem substantie, 
contra Philosophum, primo De Anima. 91 Consequentia patet quia non 
posset sciri cuius substantie esset hoc accidens. 

70 Item tunc moralis scientia non esset scientia quia, primo Ethi- 
corum, capitulo secundo, non potest tanta certitudo haberi in morali- 
bus sicud in mathematicis propter hoc quod materia moralis scientie 
est contingens ut operaciones humane, que se possunt aliter habere. 

71 Item Lincolniensis super primum Posteriorum, capitulo secun¬ 
do: “Scientia communiter est veritatis comprehensio, et sic sciuntur 
contingentia erratica. Scientia proprie est comprehensio veritatis eo- 
rum que semper vel frequenter uniformiter es habent.” 92 Sed per te 
nec contingencia erratica nec contingencia naturalia 93 possent sciri. 
Item 15° De Trinitate, 12° vel 32° capitulo: “Absit ut que per sensum 
didicimus vera esse dubitemus.” 94 

72 Ad primum istorum (67) dico quod, isto posito, potest expe- 
rientia esse causa occasionalis acquirendi scientiam. Verbi gratia, po- 
natur quod aliquis videat eclipsim et non tamen sit eclipsis. Ex hoc 
quod videt illam potest credere illam esse, et sic causam eius querere, 
et tandem devenire ad istam propositionem scibilem: interpositio terre 
inter solem et lunam est causa eclipsis. Vel ad istam: quocienscumque 
interponitur terra inter solem et lunam, luna eclipsatur. Supposito 
quod Deus lunam aliunde non illuminet, tamen ex visu solo non po¬ 
test adquiri scientia huius: luna eclipsatur. Nec huius: talis herba sa- 


89 dissentire ] C distendere F, V, discentire 
90 secundo ] C, F, V primo modo 

91 Aristotle, De Anima, I, 1; 402b 15-25. 

92 Robert Grosseteste, In Aristotelis Post. Anal. Libros , Frankfurt 1966, I, 2; f. aiiv. 
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94 St. Augustine, De Trinitate , XV (XII, 21), 493. 
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nat. Philosophus tamen, qui dixit Deum non omnia posse agere im¬ 
mediate, habuit dicere quod ex experiencia alio forte modo quam oc- 
casionaliter, theologus autem non. 

73 Ad secundum (68) quero a te unde scis quod iste est effectus et 
hec eius causa nisi quia hoc sequitur ad hoc, et virtute eius. Et hoc non 
potes scire de alica causa secunda. Igitur nec, ex hoc effectu, potes ar- 
guere talem causam esse, demonstrative dicendo. 

74 Ad aliud (69) dico quod accidencia conferunt ad cognoscen- 
dam substanciam. Sed non sequitur: igitur ad scienciam substancie, 
ita scilicet quod ex illis possit sciri substanciam esse. Quomodo enim, 
ex accidente quod 95 potest inesse et non inesse, et non potest sciri 
quando inest et quando non, potest concludere scientiflce substantiam 
esse? 

75 Ad aliud (70) dico quod moralis sciencia, quoad illam partem 
in qua tractat de necessariis et evidentibus intellectui, est scientia; 
quoad illam partem in qua de contingentibus, non, isto modo loquen- 
do de scientia. Qualis autem habitus sit, dicetur ubi dicetur qualis ha¬ 
bitus sit theologica. 

76 Ad Lincolniensem (71) dico quod accipit scienciam pro firma 
adhesione 96 prout scilicet distincta contra opinionem. Et isto modo est 
fides scientia. Ad Augustinum, concedo quod ilia que per sensum di- 
dicimus non dubitamus. Sed ex hoc non sequitur quod ilia sciamus. 

77 Ad oppositum autem principale est Ysidorus 10 Ethimologia- 
rum, secundo: “Credere non possumus que videmus. ,,97 Et Augusti¬ 
nus similiter, Joannes, omilia 40: “Si vides, non est fides.” 98 Quod 99 
non esset nisi visio rei causaret omnem certitudinem rei et maiorem 
certitudinem quam fidei quam secum non compatitur, ut volunt iste 
auctoritates. Maior autem certitudo quam fidei non est alia nisi scien¬ 
tia, et maxime que non permittit secum fidem. Igitur oppositum con¬ 
clusion^. 

78 As istud dico quod loquitur secundum opinionem vulgi qua ac- 
cipitur hoc tanquam manifestum, quod Deus permittit res agere pro- 
prias actiones. Hoc autem supposito tamquam scito, et cum hoc quod 
nullus alius sensus nec ratio iudicat oppositum, sequitur quod in eo- 
dem lumine non creditur quod videtur. Ilia tamen propositio quam 

95 quo ] sic V C que 

96 adhesione ] sic V C adhesine 

97 St. Isidore, Etymologiarum Libri , VIII, 2, in: PL, LXXXII, 296. 

98 St. Augustine, In Iohannis Evangelium, XL, 9, Tumholti 1954, 355. 

99 Quod yC, F, V quia 
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omnes concedunt sicud manifestam, scilicet, quod Deus administrat 
res ut eas agere proprios motus sinat, non est evidens ex terminis, nec 
sequitur ex alico evidenti. Et ideo est tantum credita. Et ideo quod ex 
ea sequitur non oportet esse scitum, cum nec ipsa sit scita. 

Houston, Texas 
Center for Thomistic Studies 
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G. R. Evans, Alan of Lille. The Frontiers of Theology in the Later Twelfth Century , 
Cambridge (Cambr. Univ. Press) 1983 (249 pp.; £ 25.00). 

Alan of Rijssel (for “ter ijsel” was the Flemish name of his native city) is a prob¬ 
lematic man: his biography is a lacuna, his theology an enigma, and his poetry a 
mystery. Moreover, there are great doubts as to chronology and authenticity of his 
many works, covering so different fields as apology, dialectics, preaching, liberal arts, 
exegesis, and casuistry. All mediaevalists will agree with the first sentence of G. 
Evans’ latest book: “Alan of Lille (d. 1202-3) possessed a richly-stocked and many- 
sided mind”. They will also admire the daring, if not the boldness, of a modern author 
venturing to do what her medieval hero never did, viz. to turn chaos into system. 

The last term may sound exaggerated if applied to a man who composed 125 regulae 
theologicae and whose distinctiones dictionum theologicalium fill more than 300 Migne- 
columns. Yet, his restless activity, combining scholarly research and pastoral care, his 
enormous productivity ranging from learned poems to theological dictionaries and 
practical homiliaries, and his itinerary including Parisian schools, Cistercian (and 
Benedictine?) monasteries, and heretical disputes in Southern France, seem chaotic 
enough to illustrate the range of an omnivorous mind. Truly, he was a “doctor univer¬ 
salis” and, as such, a typically elusive man, refusing to be classified in a ‘system’, 
Precisely this, however, seems the intention of Mrs. Evans. 

Despite the warning of the Preface (“Alan is not an easy author ...; he loved subtle¬ 
ty and complexity and obscurity”, p. viii), her Introduction states frankly: “We must 
look at Alan’s work as a whole, within the grand—not to say grandiose—framework of 
his theological purpose” (p. 12). And her Table of Alan’s writings (p. 14-19) suggests 
that all his highly different works “are set out within his own theological scheme” (p. 
14 )- 

According to the structure of her book this scheme is very simple. After a short but 
useful ‘Who’s who’ (p. xiv-xviii; in the same way as in her book on Anselm and a new 
generation , Oxford 1980, p. xiv-xvii) and a general Introduction (p. 1-14), Part I 
describes, in three chapters, the “Theologia Speculativa” (p. 21-85), the theory, so to 
speak, of its object, whereas Part II, in chapters 4 and 5, deals with the “Theologia 
Practica” (p. 87-132), which aims to apply the theological subject to a good Christian 
life. The third Part has a somewhat different approach; under the heading “The 
perfect Man” (p. 133-165) its one chapter 6 synthetizes Alan’s ‘anthropological’ con¬ 
cepts, culminating in “the grand view: Making Man Anew”. 

Of course, this simple scheme has to be filled up. The author subdivides the 
“speculative theology” (Part I) in two sections: “Theologia Rationalis” (ch. 2, p. 
64-80) and “Theologia Moralis” (ch. 3, p. 81-85). The first studies the divine and 
angelic nature, therefore it may be called “superior” or “coelestis”; the second deals 
with matters of ethics which compared to the matters of faith and doctrine in the first 
section may be called ‘’inferior” or “subcoelestis”. The greatest portion, however, of 
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Part I is occupied by a large and in fact introductory chapter on the “Handmaids of 
Theology” (p. 21-63), i.e. the liberal arts and the new rules of speaking and thinking 
which Alan applied to his ‘speculative theology’. 

The subdivision of the “practical theology” (Part II) is quite different. Here the two 
chapters are called: “Expedimenta” (ch. 4, p. 87-101) and “Impedimenta” (ch. 5, p. 
102-132), i.e. things which promote or advance the science of theology and things im¬ 
peding or obstructing it. The last ones are in fact the objections “with which heretics 
... create stumbling-blocks to orthodox faith”, whereas for instance the Creeds are full 
with “expedimenta” teaching sound doctrine to the faithful. 

The scheme would seem to be simple and clear. But one might wonder if it was 
Alan’s scheme. Of course, he made these distinctions, as so many others did before 
him (Hughes of St Victor for instance). To make them, however, the pillars of a 
‘system’, the corner-stones of a theological reconstruction, is another story. In her 
conclusions Mrs. Evans states: “He (Alan) always had plentiful materials, which he 
put into order so as not to confuse his listeners” (p. 167). She may have made an 
ordening which could easily mislead her readers. For in Alan’s view, both “theologia 
rationalis” and “moralis” can be “speculative” as well as “practical”; and “ex¬ 
pedimenta” or “impedimenta” may be found in “speculative theology” too. Evans’ 
titles of Part I and II regard the level of application, her subdivisions of Part I regard 
the contents, and the subdivisions of Part II the positive or negative approach of 
theology. In other words and in scholastic jargon: distinctio non est adaequata! Of 
course, the author knows that very well, as is testified by her own composition of the 
table of Alan’s work mentioned above. Nowhere, however, has it been clarified why 
that introductory scheme is so wholly inconsistent with the main structure of the book 
that follows. 

Part III is better organized in that it aims to connect Alan’s cosmological, political 
and anthropological views (p. 137-147) with his final (eschatological?) vision of the 
‘homo perfectus”: his body, his mind and character, and his position in the world 
(153-165). Its intermediate section (p. 147-152) gives a suggestive qualification of 
Alan’s most famous poem, Anticlaudianus , as “a theological experiment” (It is a pity 
that the titles of the smaller subdivisions are not listed in the Table of Contents). 

A short conclusion (p. 166-171) and two technical Appendices (on the authority of 
De arte catholicae fidei, p. 172-187, and, strangely enough, on Peter the Chanter’s De 
tropis loquendi , p. 188-197) conclude this original study which, however, by its many 
notes (p. 198-230; unfortunately they have been put at the end of the book) and its ex¬ 
tensive bibliography (233-245) acknowledges the author’s debt to so many scholars 
who have studied on this enigmatic man. The shortness of the Index, finally (247-249), 
does not explain why not all the personal names are listed, or, when given, not all the 
pages are mentioned (even the references to Alan’s works are far from complete), nor 
why only two Latin terms and five general concepts are indexed. 

Considering this book in its entirety, it must be qualified as a stimulating study, at 
least in two respects. First of all because it supplies us with a lot of material, not only 
from Alan’s works but also from his ‘colleagues’, philosophers and poets as well as 
theologians. The author does not isolate nor exalt her hero but tries to describe and ar¬ 
ticulate his ‘novitas’, Alan’s new ways and epistemological ‘experiments’, in confron¬ 
ting them with solutions and opinions of preceding and contemporary thought. A se¬ 
cond stimulus of Mrs. Evans’ book is her stress on Alan as a theologian, indeed a ven¬ 
turing and daring one, at times going beyond “the frontiers of theology”, and at the 
same time—and this is stressed by Evans too—in many respects a rather eclectic and 
traditional theologian, who perhaps shows more affinity with the first half of the 
twelfth century than “with the later twelfth century”. Her analyses of the theological 
function of the “artes” (in chapter 1) and her approach of the Antic laudianus as a 
theological experiment (in chapter 6) will presumably be the most fruitful stimuli of 
this book. 
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Nevertheless it must be added that these two advantages have their drawbacks too. 
The continuous confrontation with and iuxtaposition of other theologians does not on¬ 
ly interfere with the course of the exposition but threatens also to overwhelm the reader 
with many diverting details. Sometimes I had the impression to have learnt more 
about other theologians (Gilbert and Peter of Poitiers for instance) than about the cen¬ 
tral figure of the book. It is partly a consequence of the author’s intention and 
partly of her manner of composition. The second disadvantage might not have been 
inevitable. The vivid light on Alan as a theologian eclipses almost completely the 
figure of the poet. The urgent questions asked by Huizinga in his famous article Uber 
die Verknupfung des Poetischen mit dem Theologischen bei Alanus de Insulis (mentioned in the 
bibliography but quoted nowhere in the notes) are not answered in this theological 
survey. Alan’s choice of poetry must have more significance—theological significance 
too!—than “to cloak the audacity of his theological innovation a little’’ (p. 151) or to 
allow him “to treat ideas associatively in ways to which poetical images lend 
themselves’’ (p. 152). Huizinga and, in our days, Dronke have given us more food for 
thought. 

So, there remains enough to be done. This original and stimulating book may give a 
new impulse to further research on him “qui totum scibile scivit’’. 

Nijmegen Jan van Laarhoven 


Alexander Broadie, George Lokert, Late-Scholastic Logician , Edinburgh (Edinburgh 
University Press) 1983, pp. 252, £17.50, ISBN 0 85224 469 X 


This book is a most welcome contribution to our knowledge of a period in the history 
of logic that deserves more attention than has hitherto been paid to it. Its first chapter 
offers a detailed picture of the historical circumstances in which the philosophical ac¬ 
tivities of Lokert (c. 1485-1547) and such other Scottish logicians as John Major, 
David Cranston, Robert Caubraith, William Manderston and Jerome de Hangest 
took place. The author succeeds in giving a very lively and sympathetic impression of 
the fruitful intellectual traffic between the colleges of Paris and the newly founded 
Scottish universities in those pre-reformation years. What to most of us were at best 
just names on the title-page of a logic-text have thus become interesting personalities, 
participating in a rich cultural movement of great local importance. The rest of the 
book has a quite different flavour; it is a competent and faithful exposition of the 
main features of Lokert’s logical works, in a lucid and rather impersonal style that fits 
the subject-matter very well. 

Chapter 2 deals with what Lokert has to say about terms, more in particular about 
the notions of signification and supposition, and about the difference between 
categorical and hypothetical propositions. It further highlights the usual distinctions 
among terms: mental, spoken and written terms, categorematic and syn- 
categorematic terms, ultimate and non-ultimate terms, absolute and connotative 
terms, common and singular terms, and first intention and second intention terms. 
Chapter 3 concentrates on Lokert’s views concerning exponible propositions, that is, 
exclusive, exceptive and reduplicative propositions, and propositions in which such 
verbs as begin and cease or comparatives and superlatives essentially occur. Due atten¬ 
tion is called to the order in which the exposition has to be carried out in cases where a 
proposition contains more than one problematic expression that invites analysis. In 
chapter 4 the notion of consequence is introduced and illustrated by the laws regard¬ 
ing the logical relations between the various types of proposition and the laws of the 
traditional doctrine of the syllogism. It is this chapter that will be most familiar to a 
modern reader; it could still serve as an elementary course in that part of systematic 
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logic. Chapter 5 is devoted to Lokert’s elaboration of the theory of opposition, 
understood as the relationship between propositions that are contradictories, con¬ 
traries or subcontraries. In that connection attention is drawn to the special quan¬ 
tifiers that were devised in order to formulate the rules by which, given any proposi¬ 
tion, its contradictory, contrary or subcontrary opposite is to be constructed. These 
rules become rather complicated when such forms as Of some B some A is not C are 
taken into account. Finally, after a brief epilogue concerning Lokert’s place in 
medieval logic, the author has helpfully added 42 pages of Latin texts, mostly from 
Lokert’s works, but supplemented by some excerpts from Major and Caubraith. A 
list of Lokert’s published works, a bibliography and an index conclude the book. 

On the whole, the author deserves our gratitude for this solid and carefully 
designed monograph, which will no doubt be of great assistance to those logicians 
who want to acquaint themselves with an unduly neglected phase in the development 
of their subject. The following remarks have the same positive purpose. Practically 
the sole passage where the author’s grip is a bit less sure than elsewhere is his treat¬ 
ment of reduplicative propositions (especially pp. 102-106; cf. pp. 221-223). Of such 
propositions there are four types: Every A in so far as it is B is C, Every A in so far as it is B 
is not C, and the negations of these two. Each type can be analysed either concomitanter 
or causaliter. Although Lokert mentions the second kind of analysis, he concentrates 
on the first kind. It is therefore misleading to use the word cause (in the Aristotelian 
sense) in connection with the way of analysing reduplicative propositions that is 
clearly concomitanter. Now, if we confine ourselves to the first type, its analysans was 
usually given as the conjunction: Every A is C and Every A is B and Every B is C and If 
something is B, then it is C (in the paraphrase on p. 103 condition should be conditional , 
and similiter should not be translated by likewise , but rather by equally or uniformly , 
namely, in all four cases). A concrete example would be Every man in so far as he is ra¬ 
tional is risible , with If something is rational it is risible as the fourth exponent. Lokert, 
however, deviates from such writers as Ockham ( Summa logicae , II, 16), Burleigh ( De 
puritate artis logicae tractatus longior, II, 2, 2, 3, ed. Ph. Boehner, p. 175 ff.) and John 
Major (this book, p. 223) in that he apparently prefers the form Si rationale est rationale, 
ipsum est risibile. His rule is that in the antecedent of the fourth exponent the 
reduplicated term is predicated of its synonym or of a transcendental term (de eius 
sinonimo vel transcendente), but in point of fact he always uses the synonym. Mr. 
Broadie finds this puzzling and offers an explanation which, I think, can be made 
simpler and more plausible. According to Burleigh (p. 177, 179), the fourth expo¬ 
nent, if true, expresses a consequents necessaria , as opposed to the merely contingent 
universality expressed by the third exponent. Or, as Ockham puts it, the conse¬ 
quence is of the same nature as that between a species and a genus (ab inferiori ad 
superius) or between two propositions that are logically equivalent (ex uno convertibilium 
sequitur reliquum). This means that, given a true antecedent, the consequent is true of 
necessity. Cases in which the antecedent is not true or cannot be true, are therefore 
uninteresting and irrelevant. A genuine counterexample is a conditional in which the 
antecedent is true or at least assumed to be true, but the consequent is false. In that 
spirit, Ockham considers the conditional Si a est homo, a est coloratum as false, 
presumably (as a marginal gloss notes) because per potentiam Dei homo potest esse sine 
colore, sicut forte dicendum est de Christo in Eucharistia. It seems to me that Lokert prefers 
the form Si rationale est rationale in order to ensure the truth of the antecedent; and that 
accordingly it is best read as If something (that indeed happens to be rational) is rational , or 
as If the antecedent that something is rational is true. 

Another point concerns the objection that some of the four exponents are 
superfluous. Major, for instance (this book, p. 223), held that the conjunction of the 
second and the fourth exponent yields a sufficient analysans, on the grounds that 
these two entail the truth of the third exponent and that, moreover, the first exponent 
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follows from the second and the fourth. Lokert (p. 222) refers to this objection by 
mentioning to begin with that a reduplicative proposition can be satisfactorily 
analysed per duos primas exponentes cum ultima conditionali. This sentence is followed by 
Et ita videtur quod sufficiunt exponentes date dempta prima , translated by Broadie as “and 
thus it seems that the aforementioned (three) exponents are sufficient”. This cannot 
be right: the first exponent cannot be simultaneously included and eliminated. The 
difficulty can be solved, I suggest, by substituting Etiam (or Et item) for Et ita and 
considering Etiam as the word by which the second ground—for the elimination of the 
first exponent—is introduced. This emendation is confirmed by Lokert’s reply to the 
objection. Chiastically, he first denies the alleged redundancy of the first exponent 
and subsequently the redundancy of the third exponent. Broadie finds both refuta¬ 
tions puzzling. Let us therefore have a closer look at each of them. 

Lokert’s rejection of the criticism that the first exponent can be inferred from the 
second and the third exponent is based on the consideration that as a rule this is true 
with regard to reduplicative propositions of the first and the second type, since in 
those cases distribution of the reduplicated term is not blocked; but that the same is 
not true for all four types {In omnibus tamen illud non est verum ut patet consideranti) . Well, 
the first three exponents of a reduplicative proposition of the first type are: Every A is 
C, Every A is B , and Every B is C. A syllogism of the form Every B is C, Every A is B; 
therefore Every A is C is valid; the reduplicated term, B, is at least once distributed. But 
if we take a reduplicative proposition of the third type, which is the negation of one of 
the first type, and suppose that it is made true by the falsity of Every B is C, or the 
truth of Some B is not C, then the syllogism has the form Some B is not C, Every A is B; 
therefore Every A is C. And that syllogism is not valid, because now the middle term, B, 
is twice undistributed. 

Before turning to Lokert’s rejection of the criticism that the third exponent is 
superfluous it is perhaps worthwhile to ask ourselves why it was thought wronghead¬ 
ed to reduce the exponents to a number that is less than four of five. Ockham and 
Burleigh agree that the strongest form of a reduplicative proposition is the proposi¬ 
tion that has to be analysed causaliter. Such a proposition has five exponents: if it is of 
the first type, the three mentioned above, the conditional If something is B, then it is C, 
and a last proposition to the effect that B is the cause (in the Aristotelian sense) of C. 
Without the fifth exponent, the proposition can still have a sense that has to be 
analysed concomitanter. These exponents can be regarded as a conjunction of truth- 
conditions, but at the same time they also mark the different points at which a 
reduplicative proposition can be falsified so that its negation becomes true. Let us 
take some examples from Ockham and Burleigh. Homo in quantum habens animam in- 
tellectivam est susceptibilis disciplinae passes the whole conjunction of five tests, one after 
the other. Homo in quantum risibilis est susceptibilis disciplinae , however, fails the last test, 
so that it can be taken only as reduplicative concomitanter , but not causaliter. Further, 
Socrates in quantum est homo est albus passes the first three tests (assuming that every man 
is white), but is falsified by the fact that the conditional fails to be true: although there 
is a contingent universality, there is no consequentia necessaria. On the other hand, the 
proposition Socrates in quantum est animal est homo does not even have a true third ex¬ 
ponent: Omne animal est homo is already false. And along the same line the second and 
the first exponent may prove to be false, so that it is needless to look at the rest. The 
exponents, then, do not only serve as positive truth-conditions—in that role they 
might be reduced—but they are also indications of the several ways in which a 
reduplicative assertion may go wrong. And if we want to know in which respect ex¬ 
actly a reduplicative assertion is at fault, each of the four or five exponents is in¬ 
dispensable. Theoretically, at each point on the line from the first exponent to the 
fifth a falsification is possible; and the important thing is that in each case it will be a 
falsification for a different reason. Moreover, the possibilities of falsification are 
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ordered in a certain way: if for instance the first exponent happens to be false, there is 
no need to continue the examination, and so on. 

Now we are prepared to return to Lokert’s rejection of the criticism that the third 
exponent is superfluous. His rejection is supported by the proposition Omnis deus in 
quantum ens necessario est ens, of which he contends that it is falsified pro tertia exponente 
precise. The first three exponents of this proposition are Omnis deus necessario est ens , 
Omnis deus est ens, and Omne ens necessario est ens. Assuming that a medieval philosopher 
naturally believes that there is only one God, the proposition passes the first two tests, 
but fails to meet the weakest of the further conditions. Of course, it would a fortiori 
strand on the fourth and the fifth exponent, but that is irrelevant when it has been 
rendered false already by the third exponent. It is seriously misleading to translate pro 
tertia exponente precise as “by the third exponent alone”, as if the fourth exponent might 
not be false. What Lokert means is, I submit, that once the third exponent has been 
found to be false, the examination can be broken off (according to one meaning of 
prae-cidere). At the same time one has then exactly isolated the point at which the 
reduplicative proposition primarily goes wrong. 

Leiden Gabriel Nuchelmans 


Barbara Howard Traister, Heavenly Necromancers'. The Magician in English Renaissance 
Drama (Columbia, Miss.: University of Missouri Press, 1984). xii + 196 pp. 
Price DFL 89.05. European Distributors: Harper & Row, Publishers, 
Noorderweg 68, 1221 AB Hilversum, The Netherlands. 

During the Renaissance, magic must for many people have played a role roughly 
comparable to that of science fiction today—mystifying, alarming, often merely 
entertaining. Dr Traister’s book, however, is concerned not with the subject in 
general, but with the epiphenomenon of the magician upon the English stage, in the 
hundred years before the Civil War. The limitation is probably wise: others (notably 
Frances Yates and Keith Thomas) have treated the wider issues; to Traister remains 
the task of analysing a surprisingly small corpus, of which the specimens still capable 
of dramatic appeal may be reduced to five plays: Robert Greene’s Friar Bacon and 
Friar Bungay\ Christopher Marlowe’s Dr Faustus', George Chapman’s Bussy D'Ambois; 
Shakespeare’s The Tempest', and Milton’s Comus. Traister gives a general survey in 
her first two chapters, then devotes one chapter to each of the foregoing. If the 
methodology is a trifle obvious, the result is competent—though there are several 
places where the discussion might to advantage have been broadened out. For ex¬ 
ample: Ben Jonson’s parodies receive short shrift; Prospero’s activities as a stager of 
shows might have been connected, not only with Paulina’s revivification of Her- 
mione in The Winter's Tale (p. 132), but also with the Dumb Shows elsewhere in 
Shakespeare (e.g., Hamlet, Pericles)', and the author ought surely to have contrasted 
Shakespeare’s apparently serious portrayal of Prospero with his caricature of the 
Welsh magician, Owen Glendower {Henry IV: Part One). The book has a good 
bibliography, but readers might like to note a recent discussion of Meric Casaubon’s 
John Dee's Conversations with Angels (to abbreviate the title) in: Wayne Shumaker, 
Renaissance Curiosa (Binghamton, N.Y., 1982), pp. 15-52. 

In her brief opening chapter Traister claims that the dramatic magician is the child 
of the union of Renaissance neoplatonism and mediaeval romance, and that the 
firstfruits of this union are to be seen in the romance epics of Boiardo, Tasso, Ariosto 
and Spenser. Put simply, the neoplatonic magician is a noble soul, in the mould of 
Pico della Mirandola, ever striving for greater intellectual and spiritual illumination, 
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while the magician of romance is characteristically an unlettered freak (e.g., Merlin), 
well provided with potions, spells and glasses, but one who is deficient in high 
seriousness. The function of the first is to be, of the second to do. The generalisation, 
like many others, may be helpful, but demands qualification: for one thing, a magi¬ 
cian such as Busirane, in The Faerie Queene , anticipates the masque figure of Comus 
rather more than Traister’s other protagonists, and, for another, the philosopher of 
Orleans, in Chaucer’s Franklin’s Tale , is clearly an intellectual type, suggestive of 
Prospero. As the present study brings out, the problem with the dramatisation of the 
magician-hero was a practical one: how to give visible and narrative form to mental 
achievements akin to those of Pico, Agrippa, Bruno and Dee, while at the same time 
holding the attention of the groundlings. The result is typified by Marlowe’s Faustus , 
with its uncomfortable combination of heroic rhetoric and rather silly coups de theatre . 
Traister’s account of Faustus is surely right, when she stresses the self-delusion which 
leads Faustus to sign the witch’s pact with the devil: for her the play ‘presents a very 
pessimistic view of man’s possibilities’ (p. 106). 

It is in this very respect that the crucial contrast with Prospero must be made, the 
magician who is successful ‘primarily because he knows his limitations and works 
productively within them’ (p. 135). The Tempest is distinguished not so much by the 
performance of magic as by the renunciation thereof: when political harmony is 
restored, there is no longer any need for superhuman powers. Paradoxically, it is in 
this most romance-like of plays that we find perhaps the only fully satisfactory treat¬ 
ment of the magician’s mental drama, and the ending shows the discarding of 
wizardry in favour of a reaffirmation of human values. That the play is good theatre 
derives, according to Traister, from the fact that it is ‘the culminating treatment ... of 
magic’s metadramatic possibilities’ (p. 145). For her, Prospero rather than Hamlet 
would be the dramatic hero most truly representative of the Renaissance. 

The author notes the dwindling of the magician’s role in post-Restoration theatre 
and mentions the etiolated King Arthur : she is silent, however, on her subject’s re- 
emergence in the age of Romanticism, the age of Goethe and Die Zauberflote. 
Traister’s book remains, nonetheless, a useful exploration of a restricted field. 

Nijmegen Alasdair A. MacDonald 
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